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ERRATA AND MODIFIED-CALCULATIONS

After this report was printed, we pliscovered some errorsJand some places

where procedures used may have introduced a bias. We have recalculated, results

that might have been affected by. these, correcting errors and using procedures

which should eliminate the bias. The resulting changes affect some nupbers in

the text and tables, but with one exception, noted below, do not affect_the

general conclusions ofthe report. The modifications arise from sourad as

indicated below, with effects .as noted.

1. In the analysis of segregation at elementary and secos4iary.164fm1s, it

was originally decided, as explained in footnote 12, page 21, to measurksegrega-7

tion at elementary levels by,including all schools containing a sixth Ogde and

to measure segregation at secondary levels_ by including all schools Containing

a tenth grade. This was done for reisons descri6ed in foOtnote 12, page, 21.

This, as i.45,qrned out, was not a wise decision. A number of school

systems, pafticularly those undergoing desegregation of some sorts reorldnizea

their schools to cover different grade spans, or in some cases, to become un-

graded where 'the school had before.been a graded school. This reorganization

meant that for elementary/secondary analysis, different fractions of the

1
students in the system and different fractions of the schools in4the system

were included in different years, in general a smaller fraction :of the'odhools

in later years because of the conversion from graded to ungraded schoAls, and
.

t'. ,

the ieduction in grade spans. Reorganization was primarily at the el entary

level. For example, in 1968 the OCR -data show that qallas had.125 shools

containing a sixth grade, 5 graded ejementerry schools ending below grade six,

q o ,,
and 2 ungraded schools. In1970 this was 123 with a sixth grade; 13 :graded ,

...
i,.J
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ending below grade six 'and 1 ungraded. In 1972, the numbers were 109, 29,
t

and 9. Thus in the later years, a.larger number of elementary schools was

excluded for being ungraded or failing to contain grade six.

In modifying the analysis, it was evident that because of school reorgan-
..

ization, no gpcedure for including a school in the elementary school sample

or inthe..secondary school saae would be fully satisfactory. The procedure

.used for t)le modified calculitions contained here was to classify any school AS

.

a secondary school if it included 4grade 9, 10, 11, or 12. .X11 Olver schools

were claasified as elementary. Inspection of a number of systems which,
I'

r.,J

undergone come reorganization indicated that this procedure would give fewest

misclassifications that might result in bias and that the amount of mfsclassi-

.0
fication was very small. .

The effects of the revised procedure are given below:

la: On page 22, the numbers in Table 5 change as indicated in the

attached revised Tattle 5. The -revisions change no substantive

conclusions, and lead toidnly minor rewording on page 21 where

the table is described. 1

'lb: On pages 34, 35, and 36, Table 9, Figure 3 and Figure 4 change

as indicated in the attached. The substantive conclusions on

Nc.

Rage 34,about change at the two levfls are modified slightly.

. r"
In the U.S. as a whole, the reduction in segregation was greater

at the secondary level, rather than equal to that in elementary, °

as stated there, But as described- At the original text, there

are opposite differences in diffeient regions, with greater

desegregation .occurring in the secondary schools than in the,

elementary in thq South, buts grdater resegregation occurring

in secondary schools io the North.
1
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lc: On.page 47, Table 12 changes as shown in attached revised Table 12.

The conclusions on page 48 are affected somewhat. It is no longer

the case that in the 3 regions where within-district segregation :

was most reduced, between-district segregation increased more at

the elementary level. Thus the suggestion cannot be made here

that the movement of white families from a district in response

to desegregation appears to be greater at elementary level.

Id: On pages 77 and 78 are described the results of analyses at

elementary and secondary levels. This analysis must be deleted,

eliminating any conclusions about the relative.loss of whites at

elementary and secondary levels. This is the one most important

change affecting a general cbnclusion.of the report. That is,.result

number 10 on page 79inust be deleted. A comparable analysis has not

yet been carried out for elementary and secondary as redefined,, sv.

the question' of relative loss raised in that section c annot yetbe

answered. An attempt was made to get some idea abodthe answer to .

this question by examining white.loases,in the year of deiegregstion

in schools with a grade ten and those without in cities listed on

IRK
pages 62 as having undergone a 'drop of more than .1clin segrega tion

A A .
in .any one-year. This gave an average loss of 14% of whites at

secondary school and 13% at elementqry (with 14% for-all schools).

There *is greater lobe' in 5 of the 9 instances at secondary school,

acid `air 4 of the 9. in elementary school. From this analysis it would
.1

app that the losses were about the same. However, this cannot be

interred because in general, desegregation was greater at tecondary
. 0

aVals. In some cities, desegregation occurred primarily at tone or

8
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the other level (e-g., in Dallas in 1971, primarily at the secondary

level Tend in San Francisco in 1971, at the elementary level). Thus

the question must be left ;open.

2. Seieral modifications have been made affectihg the analysis of the

size of individual segregating responses to desegregation, the section qn pages

53-80. In general the effects of these modifications are minor, but the,earli

calculations did contain.sources of biasor error, so that the recalculatio s are

,included here, even when they make little difference in overall interpre ation.

The first modification has to do with eliminating schools with ,teachers,

reported: For 1968-72 OCR obtained information on race of teacher , and we

included that in basic calculations of segregation though none .f'those results

are included in the report. When a school gave np report o teacherEl, the

school was eliminated from the anaiNio for that year. chools were not

identifiible from year to year, so that meant eliminaty on only for that year).

Thil- failure to report teachers was very.infrequen except in the case of a

`few districts, such as Los Angeles and-Greenvill , S.C., which gave no teacher

reports in 1969, and thus were eliminated front the analysis for that year.

This procedure would not in and of itself affect the analysis except that

in 1973 OCR no. longer obtained information on race of teachers so that all

-

schools were included in our analysis in 1973. Because this meant we used a

slightly different, procedure for retrieving information in 1968-72 and iii 1971,

it could `lead to possible biases! in the result. Because the difference was

very slight, the measures of changes in segregation were essentially unaffected.

But the analysis of white loss upon desegregation might be affected so those,

' analyses were recalculated. The effects on the results are indicated below.

However, first, twolother changes should be noted:
4
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and 169, and separate elementary and secondary districts in subsequent years_.

s learned that the OCR, data on Tucson, one of the next 47 cities ,
. ,

the largest 23, showed a combined elementary/secondary district in 1968

(There are in fact two separate districts, butgoverned under a single echool

board.) Because of Shift change in reporting,'Tucson was eliminated in the

'7*
modified calculations. (the' "next 46"" designation, however, is correct for

the, modified calculations beicatise the designation should have been "next 47"

with Tucson, since Albuquerque from the first 23..replaced Richmond. See foot -

nOtrir5and 23 onpage 56).

An error was grade in tde lagged equatiOns for 71-73 and 72-13 reported in

Table 15. Although thirdid not affect concltisions drawn from the table, it

along with the changes discussed above, affectthe'calculatiOns.

The effects of these changes are given below:

Table 14 is changed as attached. The general effect of-the changes is

rather small, and will be described in discussion of the text on pages 60-65,

which elaborates those tables.

The effects shown in the simple equation, Equation 1 in Table 14, described

on pages 60-61, change fittie,,, with a very slight increase in estimated white

A

loss with a .2 reduction in segregation for the largest 21 (from 5.5% to 5.6%)

and a decrease from 1.8% to I.1% for the next 46. The greater changes for the

next 46 cities in these modified calculations,than for the largest 21 is due

to the.exclusion of Tucson and the inclusion of 1969 data for Greenville, S.C.

(the year befoie desegregation took place):

For Equation 2, discussed on page

For the largest 21., the lass becomes 6

6.0X and 3.9%, only 0.1% in the North).

63, the changes are slightly greater.,

.8%(foi South and 4.0% for North (from

For the next 46, the loss becOmes 4.8%

for South and no reliable estimate possible for the North,. replacipg2.6% for

0
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,

_ ,.
. . .

South and 0.2Z for North. the absence of a reliable estimate for the Noith for

the next 46" result's from the fact that nearly 411 desegregatio n occurred in the
a

8uth, resulting in a correlation of .98 between R and R x South. (See' skein
(

.

footnote 26, on page 65:) , A

The fact that the loss for the next 46 '(in the South) mm ettimated.by

Equation 2 and Equation 3 is so much greater than as estimated by Equation.1

results from the inclusion in Equation 2 and Ecination 3 of the between-district

segregation. This is especially low in some desegregating districts in. the

South,'thus depressing the white lots in those cities.

On page 64, there, are changes of,O.l; in nmObers in the ,tahulifion, with no

changes in interpretation. On page 64, the revised calculations from Equation 3

'
.

, ,t.,,
(see attached) shows somewhat stronger effects of desegregation on white lois .

.

than before for the smaller cities and.stronger intentification'Of.the desegreka-:

tion loss Uthinmrease in proportion black and between-distriit segregrition.

Revised calculations for Table 15 are attached with ho changes ininter-
,

pretations resulting. Similarly on page 71 there are nuaeric changes which

do not_change interpretation (tee attached).

&i. .

Table 17 on page 72 changes as indicated- in the attached. As pointed i

A .,

out in the footnote to the revised table, the estimated gains, for Houston and

2, ., .42 .

DenVer are very likely spurious, due_tq territory anneited during the peridd
. .- .

)
,

t
.

of desegregation. Table 17 should, however, be taken with"sobe caution as

.

providing ao.c4trate estimates fqr individual cities tecause the high degree of
o . , - .

'
.

aultic011inearity crAates some instability in estimates as described in foot
$

note 26, page 65.. -

At strong caret :about %e projected long-term effects as estimated _on

' . 0_ -- . ' "

pages 74-75 should, be added. These estimates' must be regarded as conservative

eltimates,of the effect of desegregation, because of the liesSumption,, based on

4.
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weak evidence, that the direct effect, of desegregatioii on-white loss is a one -,

year
..

time ,effect which does not continue beyond, the year of_desegregation. The
. $.

r ' ', iz..exprerience is not sufficient for strong infeiences. However, examination of
, .
44

.
.. . . . .

. the losses in particular cities where desegregation occurred at a clear-cut.
..

. .
Eoinasuggests theb possibility of a continuing effect riot shown by Table 15.

--,,

. For ,example, in Dallas, where the effect of desegregation in. 1971 was not

particularly strong (an increase in loss from 3% in 1970 to 8% in 1971) the

subsequent years showed losses comparable to that of 1971. (9% and 7%, and data

for 1974 not containa in the. OCR data shows a i gs of 9%). In Denver there was
.

a steady growth in loss after the point of greatest reduction in segregation
k +I.. /

(1969) from -2% to 7%. But_in general, there are simply not enough'data. Whit
I '

is important to note, however, is that a 8011, but continuing irictement in
I ( ,

1.1hite loss can have a much greater effect than the one-time loss. Thus the
\-_,......

estimates of long-term impact of desegreation on pages 74 and 75 may be
... . $

serious. underestimates. ,

, I . .,
. The modified procedures described above lead also to changes in the

. ..'
tabulations fOr the largo central 'city, districts in Appendix3.with minor\ .., .

4
changes.. for all schools and major changes for the separate elementary and

4 . . . .
secondary schools. Revr Appendix 3 may be obtained from The Urban Inst-'

.
tute upon request.

12

i"

"4

(6



.

*

.

. -

TErrup. RE IONS

PO
1. A.

Page' 21, line 4: ,

..

/ ,
.,: .

. ,

"As the table showselementaxy'schools are mere segregated than high
schools, in every regionemeept the Sbutheast where within-district segre-
gation at" the two leVelsAa.the same.r '.

'

''' < .' ' ,e ,.. , J
Page 21, line 11: "...: only a fifth (0.20) ...."

_

%
. ,..-, .

,,: .'.. ..

Page 34, lines 1-14: i . .

I , ...

"The aftwwer at first,appeaFs to be that,the degree of desegregation was
greater at the secondary level, for set:able, shows, the redUption in degree
of-segregation in the country as a wholeinis!greaer at the secondary'than
the elementary level: . ..('

. . t .4.

3-'
However, this apparent greater reduction in segregation at the secondary'

' 100. masks differences among regions.' Figures.3 and 4 show the. changes front
' 1968472 1n-elementary and segondaXY 4.chools by .region,. In the two regions

where federal and court sett* toward integreation were strongest.,.. the
Southeast and West South Central` and in the Border states, the drop in
segregation was greater inhighschoold thanilmelementary ones. ', Hut in
:e:Ach of iheoth4r regions'thedecrease, in segregation Wasgreater in elemewr

_
tary schools. 'In fact, in three Ot,the northern regions (New England, Middle

, , .
, ,

Atalntic, East North Central), segregation increased among secondary schools
from 1968 -70, while no region showe. d an increase in segregation among elemen-
tary .schools." , . ,

. ,

-

4 7

Page 46/1ine,21:, pelete,"., ...but the Southeast-..."

.. .., .7!.,-.%.".

Page 48, lines' 4-18: ... -

?

.

. ,.. .
.

"When we look at Changes from 1968 to 1972, there is an increase in every
region but Border states at both levels. But the increases vary by region,
'and, by level. In all regions,. the increase was either the same at both ...

'levele pr greater atthe secondary level. .
. . .'- . . .

What appears to occur is ihis: -,As suggested_hy thp earlier data, the
general movement-ofyhites to areas 4th fel' blieks during this period was
greater at ,the secondary level, v-ry,likelY due to the greater age and attic-7,

.
ence of families with children of, gh school age. The result of that'greater
movement was to increase thebetwee district segregation-more among secondary..
.school students,than.among elementary students. Whether the loss of white
Children when desegregation occurred was greater,at secondary than at elementary

. .

1levels cannot, however, .)e inferred from these reauits: That.question will be
discuised again i.diubsequent,section."'.

,,,

.
1.4
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\rage 58, line 14; "large negative values for Ar

*Page 60, line 2 ihiotigh' page 61# line 6:
3,. . tor a city with the average number of students,'with no blacks

. end,no reduction in segregintioia, the expected losskper year is:
a) Largest 21: (gain of) 0.9% of whites present at beginning

of ,yeer (average huipber of students is 169,000)
-b) Next 46: 1.2% of whites present at beginning of year

(average number of 'students is 58,0(50)

2. Additional expected loss if the city is 50% black:
a) -Largest 21: 6.8% cif whites ptesent at beginning of-year

.,b) Next 46: ..4.5% of whitesepresent at beginning of year
3. Additionarexiected loss if the city experiences a decrease, of,

.2 in the index of segregation in that esr:25.,
a) Largest 21:..5.6% of whites at beginning of year
b) Next 46: 14% of whites at beginning of year

4. Additional expected- lose' ice city were twice its size:
a) . Largest 21: 0% of whites present at beginning .

of year
b),. Next 46: 2'.9% of whites present at beginning of year

Taking the first three losses together, the expected loss of whites
frOm a city system with 50% blacks would-be:
For the largest 21:-

with. reduction of .2 in segreation: 0.9% + 6. 8%' + 5:6% = 11.5%. With no change in segregation: (-) 0.9%* 6.8%'= '5.9%
For the next '46:

with'reduction of .2 in segregation: 1.2% + 4.5% + 1.1% = 6.8t
'-With no ChangeAn segregation: 1.2k -1- 4.5% =I

Page 63, -line 11 trough 'page 64, line 7:
"Estimated increase in loss of whites in one year as a 'function
of reductibn :2.-in ,index of segregation:.

South ;.North

taigest 21 6. 8Z 4.0%1*.
Next 46' 1.9% *, ...,*No reliable estimate for the North can bemade since the correlation

between Ar 'and Arx South is,.983 (i.e., nearly all changes in, segre;
gation occured in the. South in these 46 Pities). See footnote 26 for

, . ..
'further .er discussion. '' ' .-

" .

...

.4-4 These results show that indeed there has been a greater los,s of whites when
,. desegregation has ,taken place in large southern cities than when it has taken

place in large northern cities, with the esimate nearly twice for the south-
ern. cities what it is for northern ones. For the smaller cities, there is a.
smaller loss for the Southern cities though no effect can/be estimated for _

the North in these smaller cities. '

' Fax ttlis analysis with the two. additiontil variables, we can also ask
..A

4 3; J 4
, ,-, r

t,



what differences in loss of whites are associatedmithAdifferencelpetween
0 and 50% black in the city schools mild a difference betweer0 between-
district segregation and .4' between - district segregation;:,,

-

Estimated increase iikoss of whites in one, year as i'lunctioi:of
50% black in city school district and between - district segregation
of .4:

Between-district ,

50% black egregation of .4

largest 21 2.2%. 6.6%
....Next 46 1.7% 4.4%

'. Page 65, tabulation in center of page:

.

Between-district): . Largest 21,
segregation proportion black

,25 .50,,.'05.

Next 46
proportion black'
.25' -.50 .75

0. 2% 10% 17% ; `.3% 6% . 9%

.2 9 3.6 24 lit AI 15,

.4 15 t 23 30 14 17 20

- . -
,,,

t.

Page 66, lines 1. thrbash 3: ' . . - , ,

/.

"These estimates arefor.a city in the South. In the North thee losses... .

at the time of reduction in segregation are estimated to be3,6% less in the
. ,

largest 21 Cities with no reliable estimate possible in the next 46.

.
. . -,,,.

A

Page 66, line 22: "and. three more equat-ions,
' w

'

Page 71, lines 10 through 12: .

"The results ;of the analysis give coefficient's for Ar of .262 (.057) for

the largest, 21 city districts, an0 .098 (.025) for the smaller cities.29"

!
Page 71, footnote 29:

.
"R

2
in these equations are .65 and .60 respectively."

., .

4,/
.

.

,

Pages 77 and 78:' Delete ection on-Elementary and tecondary Sehools, Which
continues through sixth line from bott6m on page 78. -

Page 79: Delete number 10.

y1
I
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Revised Table 5. BLACK-WHITE CONTACT AND SCHOOL SEGREGATION IN 1968 BY
.J. REGION, POR-.ELE14ENTARY SCHOOLS'AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS

.

. proportion ' Schoolmates

Black-white
segregation.

.

. white black

.
whites for

average black

blacks for
average :white

within
district 'total

.. . -

Elempntary
Secondary --

:78

*81"

.16

;15,
.1 -

es

.20

.25

:_',

.04,-

.05 ,-

* t

.66

.59
.....

,

, ..'75

..69

..,

New England
-

Elementary
Sec'ondary

.92

.95

.06

.04
.

... .

.42 .

.67
4,_

' .03

.03 -
'.42,

.16

.55

.29

.

Middle, Atlantic

,. Elementary
Secondary

- .78

.85

.16'

.12

.26

.42

' -

:05'

.06 .
.

.

.50 ---",

.30

.67

-.50

,B der . ,
Elementary
Secondary-

.77
Al

.22
:19 '

:IV .

.31
, .

".

.06

..07....4-

-, -

.53

.41

-,,71'

.62

-

.- . .

--Soutliekse:-

-- Elenentary
-Secondary,

. _.

. 1.70
,...4-8 /

- .28 -
. .31 .

.15

.16

.

.

,
' .

.06

.07

.

-..

.74

-.74 s,

.78

.76

, West South Central

Elementary'
Secondary

t''''.)7

'- 1-8,

. t
.16

.15

.-..- ,--
'

.1.,

...
' : '. F

:03

.9.4 ' .. r's-

%

.73

.63

.80

.71

East North Central

Elementary
Secondary

,

.87

..88

...,.

' -

.12

.12

.

..25.

.35

-:, -

.
:04.

0-5,
.

,
,

...".,....

.50 .60 ..

West North Central

Elementary.

Secondary

.87

.93

.

-.11
.06

.22-

.44
.

:
.

.

`

,

.03

,03
.

..-..
,

.67:.44
**'4..

.75

.153

.,

Mountain

Elementary
Secondary

.79

.84

.

,03
.02

.29

.53 .

,..

.01

.02 ,
'.57

.3-2

.64

.37

Pacific
Elementary
Secondary

.

.77

.80

.

.08

.07

.23

.30

' '

.

.02 '

.03

,..59

.50
.

. .71

'.62

6
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Page 34: Revised Ta. e 9.... ithin-di,stris.t Segregation in 1968? 70,

72 at El nta and Secondary Levels ,for the U.S'. as a Whole

Elementary
Sedondary

1968 1970 1972 1972-68
,

.66 ..48 ..42 -.24

..59 .33 .29 -.30

Page 4 : Revised Table 12. Between-district Segregation in 1968 and
.1972 in Each Region for Elementary and. Secondary Schools

aY

- Elementary , Secondary

1968 - 1972 Change 1968 1972 &sage
(1) (2) ((3) - (4) . (5) , -(6) 1

United ttates .34 ' .37 +.03 .11 .' .34 +,80k..

New England V.20 .34 +.06 -17 . - .23 '-W.06 /-

Middle Atlantic ,, .42 .46 +.04 .33 .41 +:.04''

Border 2 . 4.49 .48 . -.01 . .45 -`.47 +.Q2
Southeast .21 .23 +.02 .20 .22 . --I-62

West South Central .34 -.-38 +.04 .29 .34 .05

East:North Cehtral .31 .32 +.01` .29 :33 +.04

West 'North Central .39 -.41 +.02 .27 .35 , +.08

\Mountain .19 .20 +.01 .09 ,324/ +.03

Pacific .31 .34.- +,03 .29 3
*/

-0.05

4
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Page 59: 'Revised Table 14. Regression Coefficients ,for Analysds

offthite Student Loss to Central 0kties

Equation 1

,All .

Prop. black
In N
Constant -
R2
Nu:Ober ,of

Observations

'Largest,21

). --

'Meat 46

.279 (.062)

-.133 (:028)
.000 (App.
.013,
.29

(105)
',

.t.

.056'(.026)
-:090 (.014)
-.042 (.010
.452

..:' .26

l''

; (226)
v- 4

Acludingriter-district aegregationil SMSA, and inter-
action of desegregation with South: :

Equation 2

1MR .'

Prop. black
.In N

R SMSA
AR x t'
Constant

.

v-)
.199 (.156) -,:g6 (.157)

(.039) -;.035 (.016)-.044
.066 (,008) --.041 (.010)

-4165 (.050) -.110 (.021)

-.143 (.170) .242 (.47).
-.059 ,.418 ,--

.R2 .36 . .35
.

,

.

Including interactions of desegreOtion with proportion
black And inter-district segr4atinn; and also including
South-as a dUinmy variable: , '

. .

Equation 3

AR ,-.459 (.184)
Prop. blank. .051-(.037)

In N .003 (.006),

R SMSA -.210 (.044)
OR x South '.148 (.198)
AA x Pepp...111 ck 1.770 (.307):
JRx*RSMSA , -.561 (.494)

South .., '!-.00e(.010).'

Constant'', -.039 .

-.,

;

1.1

174-349 '(.151)

-.026 (.019)

,-.039'(.009)-
I -.102 (.025)

r :244*(.145)
.511 (.215) .

.894 0.314)
-.002 (.L06).-

.414

.40

2i. .

a
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Pare : Ravised,T
proportion.

Barge 21'

Tears of d

I '5

le' 15, F4rther Analysis Results (Equationes include ,

black, and inter- district segregation)

AR - AR
VSk'\2,

egrep;ation

69-73
70-73 I

71-73 i

72-7.

46 . !

69-73
70-73
71=7A
'72=73 1

f

-AR
t

.320.(:060)
'.330 (.069), .009 (.OSO)
.279 (.065) -.035 (.078) -.022 (.075) .43.
.603 (.096) :082 (..068) ,-.048 (070) ;71

7

f-

R2

.

.35

.089 (025)

.076 (.026)

.102 (.032)

.130 (.050)'

:034 (.026
.024 (.025)

.051 (.033)

timated Added losses of whites due to deSegregati
d segregation, in second year and third,year, ass

Second
year

in-segregatiOn index.*

'First

year-

Larg 21 7.7%
'Nfxt 46 .

*Unwei hted
errors ere

averages of above estimates were used
nearl alike.'

\ .34

4,, .31

-.024 (.027)..42
-.045 (..020N..40'

\, ,

n in first year of
ng reduction of

Third.
year

v

.0.7%(gain)
11, 9,7X(gain)

because standard

7
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Page 72: Revised T lXe 17. Eatiiated Additional Loss of ,White Students
in Speci ed Cities

i

. ..

(L s during4esegegation in cities which tad a 'Ar in one
ear of-1-.1, beyond general loss of whites in those cities.
Desegregation assumed is Ar = -.2.)

S

4

City, ,

.

....--

. --

, _

!..-

,

Estimated 1pss as a percent
of'white students present
at beginning of year .t

Houston
e

t)ailas

Memphis
Tampa
Indianapolis
Atlanta
Denvei
San -Francisco.

__. ....... ...

Average

(gain)

.

, .....

,,,A

.(gain)

.

,

9.1%
7.9%

15.6%
2.6%
6.7%
16.7%
CO%
5.1%

5u2%

..

.

NOTE: Professor Reynolds Farley (personal communication 10 September,
1975) has pointed out to us that Houston, Dallas, Memphis, and ,

Denver annexed substantial.amounts of territpry during the
pericid 1970 -73, so that the losbes for those cities maybe
underestimated due to an undetermined numbg of white children
added through annexation., Thus the apparent gains for Houston.
and Denver may well be due to annexation.

,

V

23
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I

INTR ODUCTION .

School desegregation has. been a major issue in the United States, in

the 1980's and 1910's. In 1954, the Supreme Court decision -iii the Browri

case initiated.a set of activities which has culminated in the -current
.

desegregation efforts in large cities of .the North.

"Desegregation" has-.meant meat things during. the period since 1954.

The term initially referred to elimination

which one set of attendatce zones was used

of dual school 67sCems, in

to assign white children

set of schbals, and a second set of attetidanCe zones' was used to assign

black children to a different set of schools. The classic and plaintive

ne
.

query of the black mother in the .8duth was why shoUld her 'ch be busSed

to a school far away, past al nearby school, merely because of the color of
,

his skin...The extent 'of -ohangeAs that tbe sate plaintive query is now

,.heard; primarily from white- mothers,, primarily in large cities, where

bussing has begun to be4ised,, uPt to segregate children by race, but to

integrate the-M.

This change is reflected in a change in meaning of the term -desegre-z
<

gation. From the initial Raaninvapt eliminating a system of dual assign-

ment, the term desegregati9n has come to mean reduction of any segregation

within a system, and in the strongest meaning-of the term, elimination of

any racial ,imbalance.among -schools in the sygtem. Thus desegregation,.

which initially meant abolition of a ,Jegally-impOsed segregation, has c,ome,

.ta.mead., in many cases, affirmative integration.
4

2
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However, except for one court case (in Detroit) which was,later

xs-

reversed in the Suprebe Court, desegregation' has not come to mean

fion of racial imbalance between school districts. Nor, except in, a few.1_

-
instances; have two or more school systems combined or cooperated to

reduce segregation due to residence indifferent districts. Thus social

policy in school desegregation, althOugh changing over time and
n
different

,..,
.

in different districts4has almost wholly been confined to desegregation

, of sch6ols within a schoolistrict.

.
.

.
,....,,

.

'Given the policies that have been applied, by local.school systeMs,

by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, and by the courts,

we can ask a series of questions concerning the actual state of racial

integration in schools, and recent,trends in that state. For actions

,taken by one branch of government and at one level of government interact -

with actions taken by individuals and by other branches and levels of

goriernmene. The actual State a sc io`o a tie az. ron- lila

. interaction. It is different thati it would be in the absence of the
N.

policies designed to bring about integration; but it is more taan a simple

consequence of the policies. Inteed, there are numerous examples of

government policy in which. the resul of the interaction between policy

and ,response is precisely the opposite of the result intended by those

initiated the policy, It is especially important in the case of schoo

desegregation to examine this interaction, because many of the actit6ns

taken by individuals, and some'of those taken by their local go ernMent
,

bodies, have precisely the opposite e4fect on school desegregation to

that inelended.by federal government policy. The most ob ious suchindivid-
,

who

ual action, of cmurse, is a move of *residence to flee sehool integration.

ion ie Jr.. _kr.
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To examine the status and trends in school segregStion, the`primary (and

virtually singular) data source are the statistical reporti'collected bY the:

'Department of Health, Education,jand Welfare. Beginning in 1968 and continuing

its

to the present, theOffice for Civil Riihts.,(OCRYafTIEW has obtained from school;

systems throughout the United States statistics showing the racial compositiOn

of each school in the district, the racial composition of teaching staffs, and
. V.

related information* The data.,for 1968, 694 70, 71, 72, and 73 have been

processed and are available for fmalysis.- These data allow a detailed.-

statistical,ana ysis of the Status and trends in school segregation by

r ce throughout, the United States; They Are unique in(this; and -the

opportunity they ogg= is the opportunity to' examine what has actually

occurred throughout the period 1968-73 during which there have been

policies-at local, state, and federal levels, in courts, legislatures,

executive and administrative. branches of government related- to 'school"

desegregation. }lost of these policies have been aimed at bringing about

desegregation., though in a few cases, st h as anti-bussing actions in

4

Congress, they have,, been aimed at preventing certain kinds of desegregation.

Not all the questiOns surrounding-pchoel desegregation can be answered

by these data, as will be evident in subsequent pages, but pome,*n be, in
. ,

. . -

a mare complete` way than before. -

- .

Of the various policy aims that have been the objects of school desegt

regation policies, these statistical data can give evidence only on a subset

-of the aims. And fram this subset, we will examine a still smallet subset:

'
. 4

the aim of eliminating racial, segregation among schools within a system,
40,

whatever its source, and the aim of, eliminiting racial segregation between

districts.. The data gathered by OCR allow elect for the examination of

teacher assignment, and thus racial segregation siang Staff and

29
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etween staff ati_studentt. However, we will not pursue that ewamination
-

.
'.

.. .
.

' The data do 'not allow, on, the other hand, for a study of segregation t.
. . .

among/classes within a school (often known as '!tracking"), because there is _

:no good information on pupil assigmmentto classes Within a
,

00004 The
---.

. .

Office for Civil Rights attempted,, in its 1971 qutsiionnaire,
.
-to obtain

I

,
.

.

....
$

...k
, ...

.-. .
these data from school systems,,.but abandoned the effort in 1971. A ?

more detailed and ihtensive mode
pl ...;//

4/

if dat of sufficient quality on

of data collection ,is probably' necessary_

assignments within school are to be obtained.

/to implication is attended by the examination_to be.carried opt below

that, the policSr aim; of eliminating, segregation among schools -with a'system,

-whatever.its-source, 1s the "correct" one, and.other policies whin would_

161th-eV go less far (such as eliminating only that school segregation not flue

."
to residence) ors further (such as eliminating all segregation amont classes

b P ). .
4'.

within a school) are not correct. The question' of what is the correct
.

. -_
pogcy depends not only on the

,

implicitly aimedfor social consequences,
; .

,

but ,upon the palmrof legitimate authority of the governmental units .

b
a

' applying the policy: .This in turn depends just which individual rights

citizens, have vested in. their goVernmelit for collective use, throUgh the

4'
Constitution and legislative acts. For example,'tb.aaconplish the policy

r ,

aim, of-iiiminatingall segrogatip among schools, whatever its source,
c ,

,,

the most Offectiive iFplementation would be federally-specified pupil

-

assignment to'schools to create' precise racial balthice, disregarding

school district and state] lines. However, such a policy would be using

collectively certain rightsthat individuals have retained to themselves

or vested in a More local level of, government. At another example,

3 0.

YAW

6.



citizens have vested certain authority in the court,isuch as constitutional

p'rotection, but a wider Lange of authority in elected legidlatures. Thus

certain,policy ams such as elimination of segregation _ among schools

whatever its source may be appropriate for legislative action if it achieves

_certain desired consequences, but not appr Rriate for court action, which
...

must be directed not toward achieving desirSble cial'goils, but insuring

. -
.

. .
.

tt.
.

constitutional, protection for; all citizens. It useful alsoto pdfut.
"

..

.7:

.

out that data such as these whiCh show the indiiect and unintended conse-
,

.

, . - r
.. .

quences of school desegregation actions may be relevant for certain

desegregation decisions, but not for others. Tbey,Ale-relevant for an
-

.

t
.

.;.= .

executive or legislative body which is attempting in its action to achieve
. ,

A....desirable _sol*A-ccmsequenCe. They are not relevant for a court

decision which is acting to insure eqUal protection. der the 14th
.

-Amendment.

, Despite the. fact th

-

-t
t only. two _aims, stvd.enticlepegregation arao'rig

stole In. a.district regat le4s*of the source of segregation, and

desegregation between scho districts, can be studied there 'are -a number

.

ff important questions that an be answered with these data. In patiicular,'
. .

these data show the result of vernment desegregdtion actions and.individ-
,

41.1a1 segregating actions taken together, and fallow some assessment of the

effects of.each. In' this way, they suggest the limits- of government

policytot at least the limits of policies' carrlol'out in the Conflict. ,

mode that has characterized school desegregatiOn'policy.,

or,

We will begin by examining the state of rSCIal'integration among Schools

within ndistrict in 1968, and then move to an examimation'of the'chihges

that,occurred over the period 1968-1973. What will beiofspecial interest

31
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. 1

I ..

is the diff ential changes that occurred over t at period of time in differ-

ent.kinds:df schdol settings: id different-regions of the country, in

school,dfstricts of different sizes,.and in particdlar large cities. For

different, things were happening in different places,during this time,

giving/riseo very different trends .in different, places.
/

For much of the analysis in examining trends, two separat. e s eries must

be used., The even years, 1968, 1970, 1972, constitute a census of U.S.

. .. .

-school districts, coverin4 90% of the'childr in school; and excluding only
.. ,

. . -

,

r a few very small districts. . The odd years include only a sample of school

/
systems, representing those districts in which most minority pupils are

4

found.' When examining Vends over time districts tthe odd-

numbered years can be safely included, because each district is either
.4

included .4s.a whole, orPexcluded. Butfor average across

across regions, across states, and even metropolitan areas

:

cannot be included, and the series must end with 1972.-

'See Appendix rfOr OCR sampling plan.

.". V

f.

,

4

0,

the country,

; the odd yegrs

5



03,

1

THE MEKSURESOF sumac. INTEGRATION

A principal consequence of school desegregation that is of major

societal in st is the amount of contact between children of different

40

racial groups.
2

Furthermore, most of the attention has been focussed on

the amount of contact of "minority" children (principally blacks and

SpanishJAmertcan children.3). with "majority whites." Much attention both

of courts and legislatures has been directed toward eiiMination of patterns

f, -

that result in schools which are overwhelmingly or predominantly minority.

, -..

For these reasonsa directly. relevant statistical measure on a

.. ,

school systeni is_the proportion of white chtldren in e same school with

the, average black child. This giveg a measure of t e experience of the
4 -

"average black child" in that school district with whites. 'A similar

2
A different consequence may be of legal interest:, the degree to
which segregation resulting from action of any level of government
(thus failing-to provide equal protection under the 140 Amendment)
is eliminated. Still other consequences are of interest to particular'
groups, and these may depend on the particular way that segregation
or integration arises. For example, if either segregation or integra-
tion is achieved through assignment of-children to schools at some
distance because of their race, theh the parents affected may feel a
greater deprivation of rights than in the case when such assignment
does not occur;'even if the school's racial composition does not

_ differ. However a study of the kind carried out here cannot eXamine,
these consequences.

t -A

1 CR surveys measure enrollments of the following categories:

We s, American Indian, Oriental, Spanish Surnamed Americans, and

er. White non7minCirity And undesignated minority groups are .

included in the category "Other."
J

'
,-,, .

tt.
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.
.

measu4 may be calculated for thfliroportio4 of children of each racial
. 4. .

t ,
, *

group in the school of the average child from each radial: group.
4

This measure is affected not only by the degree of segregation between

two groups in different schools in the system, but also by the overall

proportion of children in each group. If there are few white children in

the system, for example, then whether or not there is the same proportion

of whites in each school, the average black child will have a small propor7,,

tion of white children in his school. Because of this, it is valuable

also to have a measure of just how far from an even distribution across?-7:N

the schools the actual distribution is, that is, a measure that is stare-

4

dardized for the number of whites in the system. Such a measure can 15Pei,

constructed, having a value of 0 if there is, no segregation between the
4.

4Themeasure of interracial school contact may be constructed as follows:
If we number the schools ikthe system I, ...k, ...n, and consider the first
school, there is a given proportion of whites in this school,. Call this

pu. There are a certain number of blacks in the school. Call this nib.

Then for this number of blacks, the proportion. of Whites in their school is

piw. If we average this proportion over all schools, weighting by the

number of blacks, we obtain the desired' measure, which we may call s
bre

the proportion of white children in the school of the average black child
Opt more generally, labelling the group i and j for generality):

E

S '2..

k nkbPkw 1
(1.) 3

.,

bw ,* E

k nkb 4

-." or fpr any groups i and j

1 E

14,nkiPki
(2)

sib c

k nki

d

34
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"^--. two groups in

It is imp

uestion, and a value of 1.0 if segregation is complete.
5

rtant to note, however, that although the standardized mea-

sure is a measure of,segregation of children in one, group from those of

.another, it is the =standardized measure which measures directly the
F.

presence orChildren of a group in schools attended by children of another

group. Thus the proportion of white schoolmates for the average black

child may be low, as in Washington, D.Ct, where only 3% of the children

are white, without' the measure of segregation being especially high.6

5 The standardized measure of segregation is constructed as follows. If

the same proportion of children froii63roup j were in each school, then,

sij (see preceding footnote for notation) would be equal to pj ..If, the

children of group j were all in schools by themselves, totallyAsolated

from children of group i, s
ij

would be 0.' Thus a measure of how far s
ij

is from pj. is (pj s jj)/p.. this we will call r
ij'

which may be thought
9

of as a measure of the degree of segregation, or the degree to which

segregation between schools is responsible for the value of s
ij

. 'The

formula is

p - s

rij = 3
sij

pi

6For some purposes, ft is preferable not to standardize s
ij

to create a
, . .

"measure of segregation," r
ij

, but rather to let s
ij

be a dependent vari-4
,

,

able in an 'analysis, with one of the independent variables the proportion

of group j in the System. Using this alternative, we a not begin with a

concept of "begregation," but rather with a concept of proportion Of the,

average member of group i's'schoolmatet that are of group j. The degree

to which this is accounted for by the proportion of group j in the system

is a measure of the integration-of group i with j. In a regression

equation, if the coefficient on the propOrtion of group j is 1, there is

no segregation. ',Insofar as it is belmel, there is.

4
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INTEGRATION IN 1968

In 1968 in the United States, 15% of the children in public schools

(grades 1-12) were black, 6% were of another minority, and 79% were majority

whites. But the average black child in U.S. schools went to a schoOl which

4,4

had 74% black children in it, and-only 22% white children (and 4% other

minorities). Meanwhile, the average majority white child was in a school

.which was 93% white and only 4% black.

These numbers show' that the interracial contact in American schools

in 1968 was quite low. Black children had more contact with whites than

whites had.with blacks, due to the disparity in overall numbers; but the

separation was quite marked. Using the standardized measure described
. ,

earlier, rij, the segregation between blacics and whites is .72.
7

Although in the subsequent examination we will focus exclusively on

black-white segregation, it is useful to note here the proportion of

schoolmates. from each.of the five racial-ethnic groups fbr the average
,

child from-eacil group. Table 1 shows this for 1968.8

As this .table shows, the average white child it the U.S.-has far less

contact with any minority children than any of the minorities have with child-.

ren from other groups. Among the4ainorities,. black children,have least con-
\,

tact with children from.other groups. Construction of standardized measures

-
7 Using'equation (3), this is calculated as r =

.75 .2i
- .72 .

bw .79
t ,i

8
(Ustng equation (3), standardized measures of segregation may be calculated
for each pair of groups, from the mbulatiori presented.

11
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Tattle 1.

s-

4
12 ,

PROPO6ION OF'SCHOOLMATES FROM EACH GROUP .

F THE AVERAGE CHILD OF EACH GROUP

Proportion of schoolmates who are:

For the
Average:

----,

American.

-r Indian
e

1

, r

Negro'

7
04

Oriental
'American

0+

Spanish
Surname

.

.06

Majority

White

,

.59

Sum

1.00

American
Indian .31

Negro
- °

I

5.74 0+ .03 .22 .99

,......f..

D'rl, enial

American .11

.

.11
.

.12
.

.66 1.00

Spanish /

Surname /-
,

.

0+ .11

0

.01

.

.43
:

.44 .99

Majority
White 0+'

-,

.04 0+ , .03 .93 1.00

.

Proportion
of each group .0035 .1530

.

.0047

_

.0466 .7923

of segregation frot these figures would show that blacks and whites are the

most segregated, both from one another and from the other groups.

6-'

Within-district segregation

The segregation reflected it the value of .72 for'black-white segregation

is composed of two parts: segregation among schools within the same school

district; and segregation due to blacks and whites living in different school

3 I

IS
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districti. Thd average of the within-district segregation, when- weighted

according to the number of blacks in the distriCts, is' somewhat lower, at

..63. However, this figure represents a degree of segregation nearly as

large as that for total segregation. (If everydistrict in which blacks

. lived had the same racial composition; then eiven this same segregation

of .63 within districts, the average black child would have had 29%

white schoolmates, rather than 227.. This would have been somewhat more

contact, bit still not a high amount.9)

A different picture is evident when we examine/the ,,averagf within-

district segregation weighted by the -number' of whxites in the district.

This figu're is .23. The low number compared the high .63 for the

average weighted by the number of blacks reaects/thb fa at most

whites live in smaller districts with few blacks, while most blacks-.

in districts with many whites. If segregation in the smaller districts

was low in 1968 (as we shall see shortly it was), then the within-district

__sggr.egat4en-fer-the-avera-ge black would be high. Or to ,put it differently,

the segregation within the districts where most blacks live is high, while

the segregation within the districts where most whites live is much lower.

This reflects also the fact that most whites live in districts different

from those in which Rost blacks live.

We shall .use as a measure of the average within-district segregation

in the subsequent analysis the average weighted by numbprs of black ,

students, since desegregation policy within districts has focussed on the

districts with many blacks, and upon the interracial contacts of blacks.

9The value of 29% is calculated by use of equation (3) with rbw = 6.3
.79 - sb

pw = . Thus .63 = .79 w , or sbw = .29 .

38 , 1
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Regional Variations

However, the degree -of bc 0oI uegregation differed considerably atong

regions of the country in 1968., Table 2 shoWs,.-for the Census geographic
A

-

,regiong,-the-contact of blacks and "whites, and the segregation, in each of
.

the regions.
10

-

.=Table 2 shows, 'comparing columns 1 and 3, the disparity betweenthe

proportion white in each region and the propaitton white among theaverage

black'ssChooimates. AlthOugh the proportion white ranges from .69 io :93,

in no region except the Outlying states does the 'average black have a majority

of white schoolmates. Only in New England does the proportion approach -this.

Comparing columns 2 and 4 shows a similar disparity for.whites:' although.
..-

the yroportion black reaches .29 in one region, in no region does the 6efrage

white have more tha 7% black/4choolmates.

These disparities a shown in column

J.

the measure of-total segre-

gation. It is greatest in the.two Southern regioni, though not so much
. .

t A
greater than several northern regions as might be expected, given

I
historic

al ..

, .,

differences between North and South in school policy. With-this relative
. . 1

similarity betOeen total segregation in North and South in 1968,/it'is some-

.

what puzAling that when the goals of desegregation shifted froM elimination,

of'dual systems to more ambitious ones, attention continued to be concentrated

on the South until the early 1970's. The ex6lanation'probably lies in the

16
Several regions have been reclasiified, because' the character of racial
Segregation has differed.within the region. Hawaii Alaska have been
separated as "outlying" states from.the Pacific regi6.4; and the South
Atlantic. and East South Central havegoeen combined and redivided into
Border (Delaware, Maryland, West Virginia, Kentucky) and Southeast (all
others in these two regions). It all tabulEitions'beyond Table 2, the
Outlying states,'Hawaii and Alaska, are dropped, because as Table 2
shoWs, there is no black-whitesegregation in theirachoOls, and the
numberiof placIs in those states ,is very small.

I

39.
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Table 2. *BLACK-WiiITE, CONTACT AND SCHOOL SEGREGATION IN 1968 BY REGION

PiOportiOn
. - .

' Schoolmates

Blackt-white .,,
segregatiou

1

white

2

black

k.
3 ,

'whites for
average 41ack
.

4
, blaaks for
average white

5
within
district

6

totak,

U.S. .79:7 .15 t.22 - .04 ,.63
.. ,

.72

New England
.

.93
-.-

,.., 4 05
....:.,',

-, -...

. .49 : .03
\,. -.:..-..;

'". .34 .47 :

Middle -

Atlantic .81

. .7

v14 .31

.

.05 .43

r ,.

:62

Border
.

.79 .21 .26

'

.07 .48 .67 ,
:.*-4

Southeast .69 .29 . .16..

.

,---. .07

,..,

...:75 -.77

-
West South ..,

Central .78

r

.16

I

.18 . -.134- .69 .77

East North.,

Central

C .

.

-

.12 .29
J

',..t,

',- .04
-.

' .58

,

.67

' .

West North
Central ,

.. ,c,

.09 4. .27

. -ca.'

.03
. .,..t,

. '
, 4c ,

.61 .10''

Mountain . .03 -.36
".'

3.01. .49 .*-.56':.:>

Pacific' .
:..r

,
.i5 ., .02'; .56 .

_. --
.68-, .,

a

Outlying'
.

, 413 .83 {'

.,

.,,
.,,, ..

. 03
5

(-).04 .

.
) .05

?r,



:.,, . ..--, -, ,-,. . ..,.. , _ . . .copflitt surrounding desegregation: The desegregation movement was part of. . ,.,
.;, 4 I -..,-,--4.

..,, .

a larger 'Movement of th,e1.960' s of liberating the southern Negro. Only wits_ . . ._,.. -.

,

4:1

the success of 'that movement' did attention turn. to:the North.

In the 'measure Of within-district segregation..(c .0 the. two
. .

- .,southern regions are more' distinct frpia the northern regions..., The
,

..-..
southeast shows the c).asSic at tern of southern segregatio'n, with nearli,-,..

- ..,..,,
!,-,..r. .-, . . . .. ,.

all the segregatf occurringwithin districts, while ',New England, Middle
.

Atlantic, and Birder regions show what lea emerged as .th4, northern. p4te'rn.-

A

of segregationsegregation...due to' blacks and whites attending schools in;.
,,

different distriCts. 'Ili those three, reiiOns, the, fatio. 44f the within- district

segregation to the, total segregation . ,lowest, to .7*; '',. .

t.:,, , ,.,.

s -Variatfon by ,$).ze of district
V,-.

r ,

The policies .of desegilhation; as weltas the individual r:eqpiinses
,

go ,

t, vary gieatly.ty ,iiStrict size. Desegregation in an urban,district

different pro ese froia. that in *small district inn-a rural ar
. 4 - ,:. .

astlt is important., to examine regional variations (bee,ause of

sf

.

fferenos and because of the different desegregation policies applied* in

;

e
area is a vety- .F.:.,

eat .Thus, just ...'
, Y ,,

- .NOrth.and.SOuth),;, it is iiPottant tp'.examine ,variations by:,.distriCt
,`-..

, , :
SinCe cliitricr` bounciaties..ract'Ot* Often.coincide' with central ci4!., boundaries,

;--, , '

"variationa' in districl. sizk' are _largely cOincident With itariatian in city_,.
,.. , .. ., ,...:size.

,

14hawathe IVO interracial contact and,,se.gregatioil by diatrici

..

, t'' -
'size , T);(e 'cOiruMns have the Same_ meaning as columns 1-5 of 'able,,, 2., "tOoluMn

,.._
''':-

6 itt, not inaticied iiefe 'sinde iltotal segregatiOn' has meaning only for a .-
', \ .' .' ::::',..,,, ,:: s4

g'

ao.

g' r... a.,--

P, h i c

't ; ;tr...'

i
.
%

f i,

t.,

i
#

"4S.

U,g,
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.,,.. ,M.

,

. SA'.'' \

o
'.

r r e
li.:.,-, o,n .

.,

'r,

g,., t , tolumrts ana t'.-.2

,.
I
s
'
h

s

ow

the tiy. ,sizes,the smalle*the district, the
....

t e r the t. op or t io n white and 8.,th,ane.ra4propOt0on. Maces, result
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of this is shown in columns 3 and 4: the average black child has as in-

creasing proportion of white schoolmates as district size decreases, and the

average white has .a decreasing proportion of black schoolMates as district'

size decreases.

'Column 5r shows thatgiyen the racial distributions in the districts,

the average segregation is_greatest within the largest diStricts and declines

somewhat as district size, decreases. Ibus not all the increase in the pro-

portion of white schOOlmites for the average black child in smaller districts

is due totthe greater proportion of whites in those districts. Part is due

to the lesser segregation in'the smaller districts.
J

Variations in segregation by district size in each region

The differing patterns of segregation in North and'South suggest the

uf3efulness of examining segregation in different size districts in each of

the regions. Table"4 shows the measure of segregation (column 5 in Tables

2 and 3). in each size class in each region. First, lucking at the largest

districts, the most striking point is that segregation is high not only in
a

! .

the two southern regions; it is equally high in three of the five northern

. .

regions. Only in Middle Atlantic and Border states is the degree of segre-

gation in the largest districts lower.

As district s1ze decreases, however, segregation decreases markedly out-

side the two Southern regions. In the Southeast, segregation remains almost

constant among all size disVricts, appi in the West South Central region, it

declines only slightly as distOct size decreases. Thus in 1968, the dif-

ference between South and North in segregation is not at all 1n the largeSt

cities, but in the smaller cities and towns. A caution should be introduced,

however: the measures of segregation do not tellithe levels of contact be-
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tween the two racial groupR: as Table 2 showed, the average white' child in

the Southeast has, despite the higher levelslof segregation, a higher propor-
,.

tion of black schoolmates than in-any other region, except in the Border states

whete it is equal. These tables suggest, in fact, that it.is the poten-

tially high proportion of black schoolmates, due to a high proportion black

in the region or district, that generates high leVelof segregation. Table

2 shows a rather strong relation between the proportion black in a region,

and the total or within district segregation..

Segregation at elementary and secondary levels

In the tabulations up to this point, allustudents iii all. schools were

included, whatever grade they werein: However, inmost localities, schools

s.

are divided into, different levels,"at least into an elementary.school and

high school, though sometimes into three levels (a 6-3-3 plan, with junior

high schools,, or a 4-4-4 plan or a 5-3-4 plan).
11

Elementary schools are

characteristically smaller than high schools, having smaller geogra i

attendance zones, with several elementary schools feeding.into asingle

high -school. Because of,residentfal segregation by race, we would expect

. .

the attendance zones of elementary schools to be more racially homogeneous,
, ..-

and thus to be more segregated than high schools.

;

11
In recent years, the &fart to achieve. integration without bUssing has
led. to even finer divisions in some cases,*with a school building which
once covered. the four years of high school, for example, now covering
only two years, with twice as large an attendance,zone.

.
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Table 5, which is comparable to the first six columns of Table 2,

show the degree of interracial contact and the degree of segregation

for t e U.S. as a whole and for each region, in elementary and seconciary.

21

schools. As the table show, elementary schools are more segregated than high

schools; in every region. Only in the Southeast is the segregation at the

--two levels nearly the same. This reflects the remains of 'the historical de

jure segregation of the South,Jihich.segregates beyond the segregation induced

by residence, and thus segregates the high schools .as fully, as elementary.

.

The erence in segregation.at elementary and secondary levels is rather

subsirtial in most regiohs, and in the U.S. as a whole: the average black ele-

'mentary school child has only a sixth (0.17) of his schoolmates white, while the

average black secondary' school child has a quartei.(0.25) of his schoolmates

white. Whether the greater segregation at the elementary level includes a

greater tendency, on the part of whites to segregate their elementary school

children, beyond the due tb small attendance zones, cannot be inferred from

these data. However, the examination .of trends from 1968-72 -in a subsequent

section will give some indications of different processes at elementary and

,

.

12
Because of the varying organization of sChoold intolevels, and because of.
the way,data were collected by OCR (the grade levels covered by each school
and the ;Lumbers of each racial group in each school, but not by grade level)
a fiked rule for classifyink a schools as "elementary" or "secondary" was
required. This was to count every school with a sixth grade as elementary
,and every school with a tenth grade as secondary. This excluded some schools
with less than the first six grades; but to inclUde them along with the
sixth7grade schools for which they were feeders would have incorrectly
assessedsegregation between, say, a,grade 1-4 school and a 5-8 school,
rather than segregation across all sdhople serving a- given .grade level.
Soule schools in email communities, which cover grades 1-12, are included
both aselementary and secondary, uUsing this method, however, we obtain
the segregation at,two levels in the community, the 6th and 10th grade level.

4.6
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Table .imAckwHrrE CONTACT AND SCHOOL SEGREGATION IN 1968 BY
4;.'REGION., FOR ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS

,

. .

-Proportion

.

. Schoolmates,
Black-white
segregation

1.

white'

2

black
3 whites for.

average black

.

4. blacks for
average white

.

5 within
district

,

6
total

U.S.

--iltimentary

Secondary
.77

.81,'

I. .

.17_

.15

-,--..

.

.

- .17'

.25
.

.

.04.

.05

. .70

.61

.78

.70
.

New England

Slementary
Secondary

.92

.95.

,

.06

-, .04
.43
.68

- .

.03

.03

.

,,

.40

.14,
..53

.29

Middle Atlantic

Elementary
Secondary

'

.79

.87

.15

.10 , ty

: .05

.05

.

.50

.27
'''A

-
.67

.46

.

Border. .

Elementary
Secondary

.78

.85

.

. .21

.1\

.

.

. .21

.39

. i

.06

.07

.

.56

.35

.73

.54

Southeast

Elementary
Secondary

.

.66

.67

.32

.32

. .12

.15

.

.06

.07

,

4

.79

.75
, .81

.78'
. .

West South Central

Elementary

. Secondary
.76

.81 _

.18

.15

.14-

.23 ,

,

. .03

.04

.

.76

.63

:

1g

East North.Central
..-

Elementary
Secondary .

.86

.90

.13.

.10
.24

.41

. .04

'.04

,

a

.

.

.65

.43

.32

.55

West North Central

Elementary
Secondary

,

.89

.93

.10 ''''

.06

.22

..38

.

,03
.03

.,

, .66

.47
.75

.59

.

Mountain

Element'ary

Secondary

.

.80

.83

.03

..'.02-

-

.28

.53 ,

'.01

.01 ..

. :

.59

..32

.

.66

.36

Pacific

Elementary
Seco npry

.7

.

.s

.08

.0 .

,

.21

.36

Y

.02

.02

Y
'^

.

,

.62

.44

'%- .'

.73

.57

.

47

t
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.et

secondary levels.

Racial contact and segregation in the 22 largest central-city districts

As Tables 3 and 4 show, segregatiOR is most pronounced in the largest

11,-,- t.

school districts, which tend to be located in the largest cities. Table 6,

'in the same format as columns 1-6 of Table 2, shows for the twenty-two laig- .

est central-city districts (1972 enrollment) the proportion of schoolmates

of the other race in columns 3 and 4,1.and the measure of segregation in

13
column 5, The first seventeen of these are in the 100,000+ size category

in Tables 3 and 4; the last five are in the 25-100,000 class. In only three-

cities (Columbus, Boston, and San Diego) did the average black child have more

,than a quarter of his achoolmateswhitynd in only six cities(Philadelpbia,.

Detroit,.Baltimore New Orleans, New York, and San Francisco,,pgcluding

Washington, D.C., which is an aberrant case, almost racially homogeneous) did

the 'average white child have more than 15% of hia schoolmates black. This

v,law degree of contact is reflected by the segregation measures, eight of which

are .80 or above, and only three of which are beloil .60. These figures re- c.

emphasize what Table 4 shows: that segregation in large cities in 1968

was not concentrated in any region of the country, but appeared to a similar

degree. in all regions.

Altogether, the picture of racial segregation in U.S. schools in 1968

is one with several components:

13
. .

,

-These 22 largest central city. school districts are classified according
to 1972 enrollment and So Office of Education metropolitan status 'Class-
ification. They represent 22 of the 23 largest central city districts;
Albuquerque is excluded (the 22nd largest) becaUse it is not among the .

largest 50 cities' in total. population. ,
,

1-.

ti
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Table 6: BLACK-,:IHIT CONTACT MID SCHOOL SEGREGATION IN 1968
FO-R- 22 LARGEST CENTRAL CITY SCHOOL DISTRICTS

(Districts ranked by 1972. Enrollment)-

.

. .

Proportion
-

Schoolmates. ,
,

Segre-
gatiot
within
district

.

1While 2Black
Whites for
average black

Blacks for
average white

1. New York

2. Los Angeles
.

3. Chicago

4. Philadelphia
1

5. Detroit

6. Houston

T. Baltimore

8. Dallas

9. Cleveland

10. Wash., D.C.

11.« Memphis..

12. Milwaukee

13. San Diego
P

14. Columbus .

-
--,

15. Tampa ...'

/6. Se..Louis

17. New Orleans
.

18. Indianapolis

19. Boston

20. Atlanta

21. Denver

22. San Francisco

'

..

.44

6. /

.54

.3&

.39

.39

N
.53

.35

.61

.42

.06

.46-

v.73

.76

.74

.74

.36.

.31

.66

.68

.38

.66

.41

;

.31'

.23

\ .53

.59

. .

.59

.33

.65

.31

...
.56

.93.

.54

.24

- ,-,12

.26

.19

.64

.67

.34

.27

-..
16i

414

.28'

.

_.

-

'.31

.67
.

..05

.14
"..

'.I.

.06

.10

.06

.06

.03

,04

.18

.26

.30

..16

.07

.09

.22

..27

06,*

.20

.25

)

.

0

r

.17

.03

.08

., ..2L

.20

Y.04

.19
..c

.03

.09 --

.44

.04
,

.06

.04

.10

.04

.12

.
' .19

.11

.11

.09

.04

.17'

.

...

,

.

e

.

4'

-

.

'

.47

.86-'

.86

.64
f

.66

.89

al
.91

.85

.53, ..

.92

.75

:66

.60

I

.78

.82 ,'

.72

.67

.60

.85

.69

.38

-

9

49 /
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1. High segregation in the largest cities of the country, where, the

proportions of blacks are greatest;

Sharply lower segregatiod in smaller'districts everywhefe-butqhb.

South (and slightly lower there),

blanks in these smaller districts

but much smaller proportions of

-- except in the South;

3. A large contribution.to total segregation in some northern regions --

due to blacks and whites living in diff4rent districts, so that the

'difference in total segregation between North and South is consider-

ably less than their diff,erence.in segregation within districts;

4. Greater. segregation, at elementary than at secondary levels, 'due

_ aCleast in part col the smaller, more homogeneous areas served_by

elementary schools.
L . .-

5. A seeming,paradox: the region with the highest degree of segrega-

-
tion, the Southeast, is also the region in which thelaverage white

child had the highest proportion of black schoolmates (.07). The

reason, of course, lies in the higher proportion of blacks in. the

Southeast.
, .......

..,

.. :;

''. It is clear from .these data that by 1968,-desegregation.of schools was

a far from accomplished task in cities and/towns of_all sizes in the South;

but that in the largest cities it

school systems had never existed.

Pthe major thrust of desegregation

was equally high in many places where dual

But this was the picture in 1968, before

id schools had'occurred: The next four

years show strong trends toward desegregation. It is these trends to which

. We now turn.

... 50
4
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TRENDS EN.WITHiN-SYSTEM SEGREGATION

Between'1968 and 1972, there was a sharp reduction in black -white

segregation in the United States. In 1972, 16% of public school children

Were black, and 77% white. The average'black ckild in 102 went to a school

that was 61% black compared to 74% in 1968) and 34% white. And the average

majority white child was in a school which was 89% white and 7% black: The

"comparison below shows the change from 1968 to 1972:

1968

.

1972

Proportion
»

, Schoolmates
Black -white

I segregation

white black

.

whites for .

average black ,
blacks for

average white

.

,

wit
dis

in
rict

.,.,

Total

.79

.77'

".15

;16

.

.

,22

,

.34

.04

.07 -

.63

.37

l

.72.

.

, .56

The change from 1968 to 1972 is substantial. Indeed, the averaie with-

"in- district segregation in 1972 between blacks and whites may not be greater

than that between some, pairs of white ethnic groups. But the change from

168 to 1972 consists of very different changes in,different locales. or

reference in making comparisons with Table 2, Table 7 shows the irit rracial
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contact and the segregation in each of the regions. But the varying changes

"

can best be seen via a graph. figure 1 shows the trends i \...n average segre-
. ,

. , .

gation within school districts(comparable to column 5 of Table 2 and Table,
- ,

,

7) in each region over the three points in time, 1968, 1970, and 1972. There

is a radical drop in the Southeast; froth highest at .75 in 1968 to lowest

/'
. .

.

at .19 in 1972. Among the other regiOns, there are,rather large declines in

/

:/ WestSouth Central, Mountain, and Pacific regions. In New England, Middle

Atlantic, and East,North Central regions, there has been virtually no change
,

.

in segregation. These trend's show that school desegregation during this
,

.

period (the period during which mot, took place) was almost
PI

wholly a southern affair, withe far West being the'only exception. ,this

concentration in the South was of course largely the consequence of federal

requirements, support)"by legal decisions in the courts, aimed at removing
, .

1 .
11

segregation where 41,schoOl'systems had not been eliminated. The graph

suggests, however, that the segregation removed was not only that due to dual
.

,
. .

systems; it was also that due to individualresidential location within
:1

districts that has led in the North to within-district segregation of..40-.60.

But apart from having occurred piimarily 4, the South and to a lesser

extent in the,Far West, how did desegregation proceed in districts of dif-

ferent sizes? Figure 2 shows the changes in average within-district segre-

gation in districts of each size over four-year period: The results are

striking: Dfstricts greater thit7100t000 in size changed very little; and

the amount of change increased steadily as the district size decreased.

Among districts 10,000 or below in size, segregation is lemalLindeed, less -

than .15. The graph showsthe very gr t effectiveness-of desegregation

policies in the smaller district: (though we have,not yet examined the ffects
. t r

53
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Key:'

ENC = E. North Central.
WNC = Central '

WSC'= W. S. Central
B = Border
MA = Middle Atlantic
P = Pacific
NE = New'England,
M = Mountain
SE = Southeadt

Figure 1

Average Within `District Segregation, 1968- 1972,.
by Region,(Alaska and Hawaii ond.tted)
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.,
. on total: segregatidn); and the'mUch lesser effectiveness in the largest

i , '' ;:11:1
,

edistricts. k : '
*

.,.. . . ,
'But-,these differential, changes in different sized districts can be

:"::
. .. .,

, somewhat misleading, because of the, fact that, desegregaton was located..,
:.,..

.: ,. 'I'
-, primariltriu the 3buth, and most of the blacks ein smaller district's were a`

. ,..
- '

.

lo .cated in the South the trerulgAnay be Seeit:by a table (Table 8) for
, v

. .

......,
. ..

i
l,

:.... y ..4::
'segregation by district size n

:
each region in 1972, for comparison with

$1,

Table iifor 1968.. The comparis On. sho48 that, as suggested by Figure 2, great

amounts of desegregation did take place in small districts in those regions/
.... ,..., ..

, 's,' ... , s . .;;:. . . .
where Spiall-district segregation existed :' .the Southeast and West South.. :

. .'-, . .
Central regions. The comparison .shOws in addition several points: even.., . . .

outside, he. 3outh, sole desegregation within'. districts occurred in the
- -.

smaller districts,, though-,essentially.mone. inthe largest districts. The

decline segregation i.,n tiountaini:-PaCific, and Border states occurred In
t, -the medium:and Med r s-,ium-lage istrict not' the largest. And finally, there

...1- .s.:; .... ..,,, ,

. , (
Wad a reriucti,pn .of' .segregation. in the largest ,districts in ope .region only,

:

. _

I
theSotitheeS:t.:- AS table 8 shoi4s; the Southeast .shows not oft. iy overall:the

least Segtegatti:in in 19n, ras indieWtes; but shOws .lower segregation
'"

;than most Other regionS, in,nearly 414' size ;di'strict's;. ±0.,..a 4OUr--year period
. .

. .;,,i.,,.... ,. ,;. - :.-. .*:.: '::- , -,, . ,'.:,, -.

(and primarily. in the two nirear peH.od 1968r70); school districts ofAlt sizes
,

in the SOntheast changed 'fibkbeinethe Most segregated in,ithe nation to amoi...: - 1;
I W , . W.

";µ ' W. '

W ,

the .1.east.,;-Segt;&gat gct .''' '' .. :,.. ,,i
:

:

' Changes, in segregation at elementary" and Secondary- levels
. .-.` .,. ,. - . .. , . . , .:,

,. Eatli4t1 'Ia6le .4 -,Stiowed that in 1968 the ai?erage...segregation was lees..,.

'.. ,/ ..':... ; .. , 't.. . , .;,. , , .,, ..
at, the ,secondary level than it-tAtie elementary level, in each region, of the

.., ... ,,..

. '!,-, :....... is,country. ,'Nco we c,.aft as "how desegregation prpceeded in eiementary and se.conk
o}

, wry schools 'whether,,there..was, greater .desegregation A one level then at

.
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the other. The answer at first appears to he that the degree of desegregation,.

waS almost identical at the'two levels, for as Table 9 shows, the reduction

in degree of segregation in the country as a whole wis nearly the same.

Table 9. WITHIN-DISTRICT SEGRE TEM IR 19 8, 70, 72
AT ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY LEVEL FOR THE
U.S. A$ A WHOLE

1968- 197 1972 1972-68

Elementary .70 .51 .45 -.25

Seondary .61 .30 .27 -.24

However, this apparent nearly identical reduction in segregation masks

. two differences which cancel each other. Figures 3 and 4, show the chUnges

from 1968-72'in elementary and secondary schools region by region. in the

two regions where

the Southeast and

federal and court.actions toward integration were strongest,

West Sputh Central, the. drop in segregation was greater in

high schools than in element*? ones. But in each of the other regions except

the Border region, the decrease in segregation was greater in elementary

schools. In fact, in four. of the northern regions (New England, Middle

Atlantic, East North Central, West North Central), segregation increased

among secondary schools from 1968-70, while only the Middle Atlantic region

showed an increase in segregation among elementary' schools,

This increase in segregation among secondary schools appears likely to

be due segregating movement among white families with high-school agecchild-

ren. One orm of movement that would bring out such an increase is movement
.

from an attendance 'zone serving a school with many blaCks to an attendance

zone serving.a school with fewer blacks,iSut within the same school system.
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1963 4 1970 1972

Within-distriCt Elementary School Segregation, by Region



%OS

1970

Figure 4

Within district Secondary'S-Chool Segregation, by Region

. .

60

1972
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Another, and lore likely, is differential movement of families with high

school age children outof central city districts with many blacks: grtater

movement out of the district on the,part of white families whose children

. were in ,largely white schools.
14

At this point, these possible explanations must remain conjectures. We

will return to elementary and secondary differences in subsequent sections.

Change in 22 largest central-city districts

A final picture of change in within-district segregation is the change

in the 22 largest central-city districts. The left sl.de of Table 10 Shows

thesegregation of each 1968 and 1973, together with the change, in column

3. The table shows the d..amatic reduction in some southern cities, joined

by Indianapolis among the northern cilies, Denver and San Francisco in the

West. It shows, however, an increase in five northern cities and one Border

within the city boundaries themselves, there were residential movements in-

creasing the segregation in these cities. ,There are no more northern cities,

within which segregation was reduced than there-are within which. segregation

city,,shuwing that even during this period of major desegregation, and even

di increased.

But this does not tell the whole story, even before examining the ques-

tion of segregation between districts. There have been substantial populati n

shifts in some of these cities, and we can ask the question: given thei

population shifts, to what extent does the decrease in segregation,-where it

14
The same pattern could be caused by differential, movement into schools of

. different racial composition.
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Table 10: BLACK-WHITE SEGREGATION AND CONTACT OF BLACKS WITH-
WRITES.IN 22' LARGEST CENTRAL CITY SCHOOL DISTRICTS,
1968-4973 (Districts ranked by 1972 Enroll.lment)

./...

Segregation Measures
ProporAbresehite schoolmates

for average black,

1: New Yolk

2._ Los Angeles

3. Chic4go

4. Philadelphia

5. Detroit

6. Houston

7. Baftimore

8: Dallas

4 9. Cleveland

'10. Washington, D.C.

11. Memphis

12. Milwaukee

-13.
-
San Diego

/4. Columbus

15. Tampa

16. St. Louis

*

17. New Orleads

la Indianapolis'

19. Boston'.

20. Atlanta

21. Denver

22i San Francisco.

0

11968
2
1973

3'
change

(19.73-1968)
-3

.47 .50 +.03

..86 .79 -.07

.86 .88 +.02

.64 .72 +.08

.66 .62 -.04

.89 .72 -.17

.71 .69 -.02

-.22

.85 .87 +.02.

.53 .49 -.04

.92 .31 -.61 .

.75 .73 -.02

.66 '.53 -.13

:60 .56 -.04

.78 .04 74

.82 .85 +.03

.72 .57 -.15

.67

)39

-.28

.60 .63 +.03

:85 .43 -07

.69 .31 -.38,

.38 .07 -.31

62

419'68
5
1973

change
6
(1973-1968) ,,//

. ?3

. 07

.05

:14

. 13

.06

. 10

.06'

'.06

.03.

.04

.18

. 26

.30

.16

. 07-

. 09

. 22

.27

.06

.2o

. 25

.17

sJ

.09

.04

. 10

.11

. 11

. 09

. 15

.05'

.02

. 22

. 17

.34

$71

. 05

..35

.21

.09

39

.27

-.06

-.04

-.02

+.05

0

+.55'

-.02

0.

.+:13

-.06

+.03

+.19

+:02
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occurred, result in'an increase in the proportion of'white schoolmateifor

the average. black? The right hand side of Table 10 answers that question

by comparing the proportion of white schoolmates for the averagh black in

each of these/districts in 1968 with the proportion in 1973. The_figures,

show that although segregation decreased in 16-of the 22 cities, the pro-

portion of white schoolmates for the average black increased only in 'ten

of those sixteen. In four it decreased, and it,temained unchanged in iwo.

Thus'although segregation was reduced in most.of/ the 22 cities, the contact

of the average black with white schoolmates, has increased in less than half
,

of them. Only in those cities where desegregation was great did the contact

increase substantially - -and. even in Atlanta, where there was great desegre-

gation, from .85 to .48, the proportion of white schoolmates for the average

black child increased only .03, fzpacL,4$ to .09--because of the great loss

in numbers of white, school children in Atlanta. (In Atlanta, the white

school population in 1973 was. only 38% of its size in 1968.)

This last result leads directly to,a set of further questions about the

larger effects of school desegregation over the 1968-72 or 1968-73 period.

The desegregation policies have been confined wholly to within-district

desegregation. But as hag beenridentin earlier examination, there was,

.

especially in the'North, substantial segregation due to residence of blacks'

and whites in differentAdistricts - in iarticular, larger proportions of

blacks in large districts. and larger,proportion of whites in small districts.

We can ask, then, what has-been the trend, over this' period of time,: not

merely in within-district segregatiat, as examined so far, but in overall

segregation. And we can ask just what has been the change in segregation

between districts during this period. Has it increased,, as appears likely,

F

4
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and if so, to what extent? Finally, we can ask.just what has been the.effect

of desegregation within districts on the behavior that increases segregation

between districts: the movement of, whites from diStricts with high proportions

of blacks and low segregation to districts with smaller proportions of blacks.

The importance of these questions for educational policy lies in the-fact

that the distribution of children by race in schools is a result not merely

of pqlicies by the Federal gomerudent, nor of court orders, nor of policies

by state and local governments. It is also the result of individuals'

decisions about where they will live, and about whether they will send their

children to public or nonpublic schools. Increasingly, as incomes increase,

more families have these options open to them, though residential options

are more restricted forblackfamilies due to residential discrimination,

Thus the resulting distribution of children among schools is the result of

the interaction of the collective decisions by governmental units and the

individual family decisions. in areae of economic policy, governments have

recognized that final outcomes -are not merely the direct result of a policy,

and are as concerned with the indirect effects of a policy as with the

direct ones. In areas of,social policy that are not economic, they usually

have not, and have proceeded blindly, as if the policies directly controlled

R
the final outcomes.

School segregation can show well these indirect effects, because the

indirect effects have their principal impact on the distribution og whites

and blacks among districts, and thus upon segfegation between districts, while

the direct effects of government polity have been on the distribution of

15
whites, and blacks among schools within a district. We have examined the

15
As,suggested in the-elementary-secondary comparisons, the indirect effects
Zh.the form of residential movement can also have their effects on segter.-_
gation. within districts. The only protion of the indirect effects that ,

the present analysis can measure is that which has its effect on segregatio

'!..

`between districts.

AOF

.6 4
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direct effects and in the ri ht flif ofTable l() taken a glimpse at the

indirect effects. We will iow turn to examine these indirect effects in more

: . I

Or

.

4e
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CHANGES IN TOTAL SEGREGATION AND SEGREGATION BETWEEN DISTRICTS

Figure Pshowm the changes in total segregation in the U.S. 'as a whol#

and in each of the tegions shown, in Figure 1. These changes show roughly the

'same patterns as the within-district changes in Figure'l, but- there are some
4

important differences. .First the regions are more tightly bunched in overall

segregation in 1968 than in within- district segregation. Secondly,the decreases

in overall segregation, among those districts that do show a,decrease, arg some-

what'less than changes in within-district segregation. This reflects the fact

that while there were reductions in segregation within diqtritts, due to
1. 0 '

desegregation policies, there were at the same time increases in segregation

,.
between. districts, due primarily to. the movement of white students to districts

(..

with few blacks.
. I/

This counterbalancing increase in segregation can be seen more directly
7. ,,

o .. .-. .

by examining the.within- and between-district segrefation in 1968 and 1972

.

, in each regibn. 16 As Table.11 shows, the within - district segregation has
t

.
.

.

.

declined in every region except Middle Atlantic, where it remained constant,
_ . .

while the betweenrdistrict segregation has increased in every region except=.

Border, where it remained constant. In 1968, the within-district segregation

16
The between-district segregation is calculated jUst as in equations (2)
and.(3), except that the units over. which interracial contact is calculated
in equation (2) are not schools, but schp4o1 districts. It should be noted
that the total segregation is not the sum of within-district (which is an
average over districts, weighted by the proportion black.in each district)
and betOeen-district segregation. Total segregation over a region is the
segregation among schools calculated over the,whole region, as if there
were no school districts. (It would be the sum of within- and between-
district segregation if the average for the fother were weighted in a
different way.)
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TaV.e 11. 'CHANGES IN WITHIN- DISTRICT AND
:BETWEEN-DISTRICT SEGRWATION-Iy
1968 AND 1972 IR EACHREGION .

,

. ,

e

United States

.,

Within-district

,.

. Between- district

.

1968
(1

1972
(2)

'Change .

(3)

1968-
(4)

1972

(5)

-. Change
(6)

.63 .37 -.26 -.32 .35 -1-.03

New England -.34 .33 -.01 .26 .31 4.05

:' Middle

. Atlantic ,/..43 -43 -.00 '.9 .44 +.05

Border

, .

.48 ''.44 -.04-: .48', , .48 = %00 .

. Southeast
.411-

.75
,

..19 -.56' .18 .22 +.04
.

,War south
6tAirsil

.

// .69 .48 -.21 .32 .37. +.05

East North ,
.

1
Central ,58 .57 -.01 .30 .32 +702

') ,v

West North
' Central , .61 .56 ,.05 .35 .39 '+.04

Mountain- .49 .25 -.24 .15 .17 +.02.

';

n
,

Pacific .56 .42 -.14 .30 .34 +.04

b

7

I'

68

,

t

6

1

t



different, school districts shows a steady increase throughout the country.

n;was greater than the between-district segregafion_in every regio by; ,1972
.. .. '

,

the between-district `was grter than the withindistriCt in thrge of the

i

nine regions. Thus the 4eiregation t4at reflects residential separation into .

f

The between-district segregation measUres can also be helpful.in a further

examination of changes at the elemettary'and secondary- levels. Earlier, in

Figures 3,ind 4, differential changes io,segregation.were apParent at_elemen- .

tary and secondary levels, with increases in segr4ation occurring in several

regiond.for secondary schools. These increases were increases in segregation'
. .

wholly among schools within the same district. A second.way of looking at'the.

changes occurring at eletentary and secondai levels is to examine changes. in,

th between-district segregation in,each region at these two levels. /f,,
bet en-district segregation is greater at the elementary level, it indicates

that fewer white and blOck elementary school children live in the same school

districts than is true for secondary school children., If the increase from

1968
.

to 1972 in between - district segregation is greater at the elementary

it indicates that over this period the ftovement of white students out

of diStricts with many blacks was greater at the elementary level than at the

secondary level.

.

The comparisons of elementary and secondary levels in 1968 shOU that in

every region:hut he Southeast,-the between-district segregation was greater
. ,

at the elementary level than at thesecondary level. This indicates, that elemen-

tarychildren Were more residentially segregated by race,, throughout thecountry

than secondary children were--a,stron4 indication that the greater within-

district segregation fodtd earlier at the elementary level is.not due merely

to the smaller\size and greater neighborhood focus of the elementary school,

but is due to a greater tendency to segregate at the elementary level. For

60
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Table 12:1 BETWEEN- DISTRICT,; SEGREGATION 111,1960 - '

AND 19.72 IN EACH....REGION FOR ELPIIENTARY

, . ., AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS

,
.

United States

..

'*--

, ,

. Etlemenary ' i Secondary
p,

. *.i-.-.'-
1968 11972

(1) (2)
'Change,.

(3);

1968
(4)

1972

(5). '-

Change
. ('6) e .. - -

. ..

.33 ;`,37 ':. ,

: ;
.,+.04.

.4.

.

:32 :14
..

...

, -,'s

+.1)2

New England

MiadIe
Atlantic

Border

Southeast

West South',

Central.
.. .,\.

'Bast North
Central

''
West North -,

Central.

Mountain Y

PaCific
. . , ......

.

.

-

.

.

....27 .j0*

.411, :45-

.49...50

: 21, . 27
1.

:. :38.
.

.29 .i.1

. '^..

.38 :.40,

, .19 ,23

.31 .35

,

'

+.03

+.04

+.01

+:66,

, , .

+.06

+42

+.02 ,

+.04

+.04

.t

c

.

..

:19

.30 .

:.39

.22

.

.31

.26

.33

.07

-27.

.24'

.40

.44

.24

.35

.33-
-

.41.,,:
..

'AO
:" :- .

1-31.

3.

.

.

-

,'

<7737-5.+.
. -

+AO

+.05

+.02.
. i

.
+04

.

.

'.,+.07. .

, ; I:

''+;08
.

+.03

+.04

,

.

s

.

a
s

.
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between-district segregation is not affected by the size of school or the size.

of its attendance zone, since the district contains both elementary and high

schopls for' those who live within its bOundaries.

When we look at'changes,from 1968 to 1972, there is an increase in every .

region at both levels. But the increase§ vary by region and by level. In the
1.

thiee regions where within-district segregation was most reduced, between-

district segregation increased more at'the elementary level. In the remaining

*.

regions, the increase'was either the same at both levels or greater at the

secondary level.

What appearstdoccur is this: As suggested by the earlier data, the

generil movement of whites to areas with few blacks during this period was

greater at the secondary level, very likely due to the greater age and affluence

of families with children of high school age. But the movement in response

to desegregation appears to haVe'bedn greater at, the elementary level, for

It is only where desegregation was great that elementary segregation between-

districts increased more than secondary. These inferences cannot be strong

here; analysis of changes in specific districts in a later section will provide

more information about the difierentilk processes at 'the two levels.

7
,
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WITHIN- AND EETWEEN-DISTRICT SEGREGATION-

IN METROPOLITAN AREAS

A

Another way of seeing what is happening in schog segregation in the

largest metropolitan areas is to examine trends in the segregation between

different school districts in the metropolitan area. Most large cities have

aseparate schOol district from that of the surrounding subiltbs (although many

districts in thq. South are countywide). And just as there is.racial segregation

due to blacks and whites attending different schools in the same district, there

is racial segregation due. to blacks and whites living in different districts.

Although the former (within-district segregation) has been reduced in a number

of cities, especially in the South, the latter (between-district segregation)

has been increasing in each of the metropolitan areas containing the 22 largest

central city districts except for Washington, D.C.

,Table 13, compares the within- district and between-district segregation

in each of the 22 largist central city distFicts and their metropolitan areas

in 1968'And 1972.17 In addition, the trends in between-district segregation

exhibited bram 968 to 1972 are projected forward to 1976 in a simple linear

.projection. The data show that already in 1972, the between-district segre-,

gation is sub tantial in many of these metropolitan areas; for example, it is

greater than .40 in nine of thefi. In Washington, D.C. And San Francisco, t

17
Data are available,-as fn .other tables, for 1973 for these central city
districts, but cover only some of the non-central city diitricts in 1973.
,Thus.1972 comparisons mutt be used. 'Unfortunately, 1974 data, which will
soon be'available, is on an ever more restricted sample.
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Table 13: BLACK-WHITE SEGREGATION AMONG SCHOOLSAaTHIN CENTRAL
CITIES AND DISTRICTS IN THE METROPOLITAN AREA'

New York

Los Angeles

Chicago

Philadelphia

Detroit

Houston

: Baltimore

Cleveland

Wash., D.C.

Memphis

Milwaukee

San Dien

Colutbus,.0.

Tampa

St. Louis

New Orleans

Indianapolis

Boston

Atlanta

Denver

.

San Francisco

11

J

.1.

1968 1972
'Projtc0d*

197.

.Within Between -Within Between
.f..

'betwene
; \..

.47 .28 ..34: 4.41 ,
k .,

:86 .26 .80 .28 t . .3j.
....: . .

.86 .40 .87 48.
,.

. .55 ..

1'
, )

.64 .39 .70 .44 :48 ;.,

.66 .47 .64 .57 .67

.89 .15 .74 1.26

,

.37

....

.71 .38 .69 '..42 , .46

.91 .16 .72 ..26 .i6

.85 .43 .87 .47 ,- .51

..53 .66 .47 .59 .52

.92 .04 .79 05 .06

.76 .15 .76 .21 .27

.66 ,.06 .55 -97 .07

.60 .12 .58 , .14 .16

.78 .01 .03 .01 .01

.82' .47, .85 .54 .61

;72. .24 .61 .32 .41

.67 .19 .57 .25 .31

.60 .21 .64 :28 .34

.85 .36v .63 ;51 .65

.69 .21 .33 .26 .31

.38 .40 .08. .46 .52

*Projections are simple linear projections, which over mall ranges and in
the absence of sharp actions, such as large-scale desegregation over the whole
.metropolitan area, are sufficient for rough projections.
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exceeds the segregation within the central city district itself.' Furthermore,

the projections of these trends to 1976 show that it may be expected to grow

substantikly'inmany metropolitan areas. And in two metropolitan` areas' in

addition to Washington, and San Francisco--Detroit and Atlanta--it will exceed

the within-district segregation of these cities (assuming that the latter does

not change).
18 These projections indicate that the segregation of the future

yin metropolitan areas is as much a natter'of segregation between districts

it .is a matter of segregation Within districts.

The Washington metropolitan area, as the one metropolitan area in

which between- district segregation-is decreasing, is especially interesti

because it illustrates the kind of process that may be expected to occur in

many metropolitan areas as an outgrowth of present patterns of within-di trict

school desegregation, and continuing residential segregation. Washingt

schools bbcame almost completely racially homogeneous (6% white in 1968 and

3% in 1973), with the between-district segregation of whites and blacks

increasing (highest among all these cities in 1968 and 1972), until f i

the between-di

of course, inv

tritt segregation had'nowhere to go but.dowh. This pat ern,

lees the central city first t1rning nearly ill black be ore

there'is reduction of the city-suburb segregation.

..)%,

All theichanges described so far suggest a strong.individual res onse

,
.

to school de
i

egregation on the part of families, especially where des gregation

I
has been e t. Direct evidence, howeVer, lies in the tendency of-wh to fami-

lies to mov w en desegregation occurs, either to a district with few -r blacks,

-...., ,

-or to a di trict in which there is greater segregation--in'either ca e, keep-

51

ing the proportion of black schoolmates for its children'low. What do the data

show abou ,the movement of white children out of the central city di tricts when

desegreg tion occurs?

18 Of course, desegregation within Boston in 1974 and in-Detroit in 1975,
Uces sharply the withiWItistrict segregation in those cities.

74
.



;53 ,

!

THEISIZE OF INDIVIDUAL SEGREGATING

RESPONSES TO DESEGREGATION

Tt,,,J clear frdm the preceding sections that thereasa segregating,

process o curving through individual movement, primarily of white families,
. ,

,
from sch ols and districts in whiph there is greater integration or a

-
grea

proporti n of blacks, to schools and districts im.:whicli there is less inte,

gration or a smaller proportion of blacks: The conseqUences of this, of
.

course are to partially nullify the effects of school desegregation as

carri d out by various governmental or legal agencies.

What is not yet clear is whether desegregation itself induces am:"

incr ased movement of whites from the desegregated district. This is,a
%

.

cult but important question to answer, becauseTdesegre ation in Parti-
.

cu r school districts is a direct outcome of social_p icy or legal

ings, and it is important to ask whether there are indirect consequences

desegregation itself which partly nullify it, and if so, what the size

f this response is under va us circumstances.
19

9
There have been several studies of the effec of school segregation on
the loss of.white children from the desegregat g school system. In an
attitude survey of parents in. eight Florida countywide desegregated school
districts, one group of authors (Cataldo et al., 1975) concluded that -when
the racial .composition of schools is less than 30% black, almost no whites
leave; but beyond 307. a higher proportion leave. Mercer and Scout in a
comprehensive (as yet unpublished) survey of white school populatiOn
changes in California districts between 1966 and 1973 found no relation be-
tween population changes and the amount of desegregation undergone in the
district. ,..narleClotfelter (1975), in contrast, shows that desegregation
in Mississippi had a significant effect on private school enrollment, an
effect that increased with increasing proportions of blacks in the schools.
Reynolds Farley (1975) used the same OCR data used in our analysis, but
only up to 1972. He found no relation of school integration to white popu-
lation loss, for 125,cities with 100,000 or more population and at least 3%
blacks, and also for the largest northern and southern cities. His methods,
differ, however, from our own in several respects, particularly in our year-

.

by-:-year examination contrasted to his five-year examination.
4
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The question is difficult because casual observation shows that d segre-

gation has evoked differing reactions in different cities, and because

desegregation has taken place in very different settings. For examples in

many areas of the South, school systems are countywide, encompassing botha

city and the surrounding suburbs. Leaving a desegregated system in that

setting entails leaving the public school system itself, or a rather distant

moire (unless adjacent counties have also desegregOtted, which was a common
.. - . ., .

occurrence in 'the early 1970's in the South). This, of course, is more
. .

difficult than a move to a separate predominant l3 white suburban school'
-1

system, which 4kthedoramon pattern in the North, Another variation 'is in

city size, which creates.. nearly a qualitative difference in the character of

desegregation. For full-scale desegregation, in a large city entails mixing

4

student populations that are much more socially distinct and more residentially

. separated th7an in small cities.

flt

Additional complications include these,:

a, Most desegregatiCdin this period taalplace in the South, so, th t except

as there was a similar response in those few plaCes in the North hat did

segregate, the generalization of results to northern cities must remain a

question.

b. There was a general loss during this time of whites from central cities, a

loss which preliminary analysis indicates is greater as the size of the .

city is greater,and as the proportion "black in-the city is greater.

c. The available data show simply the student populations of each race for

'each of the six years, 1968-73, so that only changes in student populations

.

are directlymeasured. This is got exactly the same as movement, although

something ab9ut net movement of a racial group out of the district's
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4
schools can be inferred from these measures of gain or loss.

20

d. If there is a loss of whites, when desegregation occurs, it is not clear

what the time progression of this loss is. When does it begin? Does it

continue, and accelerate as the PytWOrtion white, i the schools declines,

or is it a one-time response which does not continue once the degree of

desegregation is constant? Or does it in fact,reverse itself,.with

whites returning to the district's schools a year or so after they have

desegregated? Initial observation of particuiar,cities which have fully
,

desegregated Suggests that a PBS due to desegregtation begins in the

same year that desegregation takes place, but its subsequent course is

leSs clear. Using these indications from /individual cities, We will first

attempt to examine the loss of whites in the same year that desegregation

1 Aoccurs. .
!

P!,
These difficultie's are not overcome simply, but the data are extensive,

showing racial composition of schools over each ,of the six years 1968-73.
21

The cities to be examined are divided into:two' groups because of the indica-
.

dons that response to desegregation differs considerably in very large cities

df
,

/
. .

from the response in smaller ones: 1) twenty-one of the twenty-three largest

i-
,

20 .
/ ..1%,

Fertility changes among whites alsoaffectrhe change in numbers of
white children in the schools. Fertility of whites in the years
preceding this period was declining, which leads to a general decline
in white. student populations. This affects the constant term in the
regression equations, but not the indicated effects of, desegregation;
unless the decline in white .fertility was by some chance greater in
those cities that desegregathd. The covariance analyses even cont,rols
for that possibility (see p. 71)./

.21
. , / .

Schools are not identified each, year in a way that makes popsible.tlic-
ing changeg,in individual schbois.

.'

"7,3
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A

districts in the country classified as central-city districts;
22

2) forty-

23'
six of the next forty-semen largest:central-city districts.

These cities are divided into two groups because the response4to desegre-

gation appears, as indicated above, diffeieniatheglargest cities from smal-

ler ones. In analyzing the question of how loss of white students is related

to desegregation, we will first examine the loss that is related to reduction

in segregation in the same yeat. The measure of segregation used is the

22.

23

is

Washington, D.C.,- which has only about 37 white, is excluded because
it is alkeady.racially homogeneous. Alburquerque, the 22nd largest
central-city district, was excluded because the city of Alburquerque
is not 'among the first 50 in population. Size of central-city
district corresponds reasonably well to size of city,'but there are

some discrepancies. This set of districts included 19 of the largest,
21 cities in the country by the 1970 census (excluding pnly San Antonio
and Phoenix). In addition, it includes Denver (the 25th largest),
Atlanta (the 27th largest), and Tampa (the/50th largest). The latter
is a county-wide school district, which accounts for_thelarge district
size relative to city size. In preliminary analyses, only the largest
20 central-city districts were included, excluding Denver and San
Francisco. However, because Denver and San-Francisco were two of the
few northern cities to undergo extensive desegregation during the
period 1968 -73, they have been included.

Richmond, Va., which annexed some suburban districts in the same year it
underwent_extensive desegregation, was excluded. It was not possible to,
tell from Richmond .the exact-size of white loss from the original district,
aithough,the loss in years subsequent to the annexation shows that it
was substantial. Memphis also had annexation, but its size was affected
only slightly,'so it-was not excluded.'

. 78
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standardized.measure r presented in earlier sections.
24

In this analysis, all years are taken together (that is, Arid in 68-69

_is,relaied to change in whites in 68-69,.Arij in 69 -70 is related to change

in whites in 69-70, etc.) in an equation as follows:

(4)

where:

a + b
1

Ar
t,t-

.

1
+ b

2
p
bt-1

+ b3 In Nt_i

w
t
is number of white students in the systet in year t

r
t

is the standardized measure of segregation in year t

bt-1
is the proportion black in the system in year t-1

11
t-1

is the number of students' in the system in year t-1

24
It seems likely that the tendency of white familieg to leave the system
is related not to a change in the "index of segregation," but to a change
in the.ptoportion of blacks in their child's school: Thug-a change-in
the unstandardized measure.of earlier sections, s

ij
(the proportion of

black children in the average white child's school), shOuld be more
directly related to loSs of whites tAn is rij. However, the unstand-

ardized measure is affected by the number of white children in the system,
and thus any analysis including it, must relate the change in s

ij
in the

Previous year to the loss of whites in a given year. A.discus
Appendix 3, however, Indicates how one might use the phange

as a determinant of loss of whites in the same year.' The rela
tween the eize.of a change in s

ij
and the corresponding change

depends on the proportion black in the system. When it is
about average for the largest 22 central-city districts, then
in r

ij
is twice the change in a

ij
(since r =,(p - s )/p ).

because both the numerator and' denominator of the formula for

affeCted by loss of whites to the syste that r_
IJ

in a given y

mately independent of loss of whites i that: year.

7

sion in .

in s-
ij

tion. be-

in rij

which is
the change

It is

r
ij

are

ear is -:approxi-

o
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.

..

The analysis is 'carried out for t
.

69, 70, 71, 72, 73. They are taken:
.

.

-
..

. .

,

' togetheroto obtain an aVerage effect over the five years, because apong
<,

the 22.cities, massive desegregation in any one year in one city can distort
*

. .

.

results' for that year.. The two additional variables of proportion black in

1

the system and number of students are included because these variables
.. .. .

appear ,to be related to loss of whiteafrom the 'system independently of the

change in segregation.
i ,

*-.

-note that the independent variable teasuring change in segregation
.

1.

Ar
t,t-1

is just that. It is not a measure ol a part cular fore of change
'

in segregatior such as bussing, nor even of a 4esegragatienpolicy. Change
i

,11.

in r can Occur through individual moVehenelif black or white students; and

certainly the slight upward movement of segregation (as measured'by r) in

\
some northern cities is just that. However, these individual movement make

only small differences in r over any year.' Large negative values'for r are

due'to desegregation policies instituted in that city. Although the term

"desegregation" to a civil rights lawyer maypean only the move to full racial

balance in all schools, it is,important to *emember that the desegregation

variable used in this. analysis refers to a reduction of any size in the

index of iegregation.

. .

The results of the analysis are*presented in Table 14. The table pre-

sents the coefficients to the above equation for the largest 21 central-city

systdms and the next 46,- 'along with standard errors of the coefficients and

,
amount of variance accounted for. To -pin some sense- of the magnitude of

the'effects represented by these coefficient's, we can express What the

expected yearly rates of loss of white students vould be in various circul--

stances. It is Important to remember that these are average effects,, which

8 0 ,

-



Table 14.

'.Equatiiq 1

. AR

' Prop. black
14 N
Ciistant

? \

.28 : .24 1.

Nuuber of ObservatiOns 1103) (239.)

Inc uding int9r-distr;ct segregation in SMSA, and, interaction of desegregation

wit South / ,

59

REGRESSION CdEiFICIENTS FOR ANALYSES OF
WHITE STUDENT LOSS TO CENTRAL'CITIES

- Largest 21 Next 46

.277(.062) .091(.031)

-.135(.028) -.086(,151)

.001(.001) -.047(.011)

.003 .503

0

Equation 2

AR
Prop black
In N
R S
ARxs '

Constant

R2

.195(.158)' .008(.151)

--;047(.040 -.033(.019)
.007(.008)" -.042(.011)

-.162(.052)
.144(.172) .122(.152) .

-.064 .450

.35 :29 1,

inter-districtIncluding interactions of desegregation with prOportiodblack'and
segregation,, and including South as dummy variable

Equation 3 A

A It' -.460(:187) -.147(.173)
Proportion black .050(.037) -v027(.022)
In N ,.003(.007) 4041(.011)

R
SMSA -:)208(.0 5) -.101(".029)

ARxSouth :146(. 1) .108(.165)

ARxProp. blaLk .1.774( 13) p .406(.254) .

A RxR
SMSA

.544(.501) .664(.385)
/ .

South -.006(.010) -.001(.007)'

Constant , -.037 : .43337

R
2

.60 .32.

81
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`differ from city to city, as will become apparent in subsequent analysis'.

1., FOr a city.with the average number of students, with no blacks

and--no. reduction In segregation, the expected loss per year is:

a) Largest 21: -(gain of) 0.3% of whites present at beginning
. .

of year (average nthnber of students is 169,000)

b). Next 46:. 1.37. of whites present at begiunihg of year

`(average number of °students is 58,000)
*;\

Additional expected loss,if the ,ity is 50% black:

a) Largest 21: 6.8% of whites preseht at beginnitit of year

. b) ,Next 46: 4.3% of whites present at beginning of. pear

3 Additional expected loss `if the city experiences a decrease of

20% in the index of segregation in that year:25

a) Largest 21: 5.57. of whites at beginning of year

b) Next 46: 1.87. of whites at beginning of year

4. Additioiltal expected losS if a city was twice, its size:

a) Largest..21: (gain \,f) .07% of whites present at beginning

of year.

b) Next 46: 3.3%

teking the first three

from a city system with .50%

of whites present

1osies ,together,

blacks would be:

at'beginning of year

the expected loss of whit -s

25. A decrease of .2 in the index of segregation is approximate
to an iricrease,qf 10%;in the black schoolmates 'of the aver
in the systeni if the proportion is .50.

equal
e white
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_For
/
the largest 21:

-As

with reduction of .2 in Segregation: + 6.8%+5.5% = 12.0%

with no change in segregation: (-) 0.3% + 6.8% = 6.5%

For the next 46:

with reductionof..2 insegtegation: "1.3% + 4.6% + 1.8% = 7.7%

. -

with no change in segregation: 1.3% + 4.6% = 5.9%

These results Suggest,fhat the impact of desegregation is quite large

for the largest 21 districts, of the same order of magnitude as oilier effects;

but that for the next, 46 cities, the impact,is much less, considerably

smaller than that due to other 'factors. (The average loss of whites per year

in the largest 21 cities was 5.6% of those present at the beginning of the

year, and in the 'Text 46, 3. %.) It should be remembered also that this is

an effect.tor the yearef desegregation only; we do not yet know about sub-
,

sequent effects.

But how es-Ad7;Ciease of .2 in the segregation index compare to the

ac a largest declines that oCcurxed in segregation in these cities in Any

`-single year? One Way to get a sense of this is, as stated earlier,, from

.

the fact that in.a.eity with .5 blacks in the schools,. an increase of 107.
4.

blacks in the average. white child's school is equivalent to a decrease'of

.2 in the segregation measure. To give inother.:'sense of the magnitude of

a change of 20, the cities among the 21 largest districts are ltsted below

in wb c a reduction in segregation of .10 or more occurred in any single

'year, togaOher with the year it occurred:

e
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City Year

Houston 69-70

Dallas 70-71

Memphis 72-73

Tampa 70-71

Indianapolis 72-73

Atlanta 69-70

72-73

Denver 68-69

San Francisco 70-71

44

. .

lleductida in

segregation

.52

.18*.

.11

.15

.22

.16

Eight of the 21 cities underwent a reduction in segregation of .1 or

more in any single year, and three a reduction of .2 or more (and seven of

them underwent a reduction. of .2 or more over the total period' 68-73).

Aniong the next 46, 13 underwent a reduction of .2 or more over the whole

period, and 10 of these a reduction of .4 or more. Many cities, of course,

underwent no desegregation at all, and their segregation indices remained

approximately constant, or increased.

A next step which can be taken (or two steps at once) is to attempt to

consider,two more factors which differ among cities which have experienced

desegregation', factors which may affect the rate of loss of whites. One is .

location in the South or North. this factor we do not expect to affect the

general lOs's of whites, but only their loss whep desegregation occurs, Thug

we can ask what is the effect,, of desegregation of e2 for southern citiep,

B 4 a
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1

and what is the effect for northern-cities? Second, cities differ in the

degree to which a suburban alterpative is available. Some cities, either

becausecthe school district encompasses all or most of the metropolitan

area, or because the rest of,tHe metropolitan area,is about the same racial

_composition as the central city, have no such', available havens. Thus we can

ask how the to of whites is affected, by the, racial disparity between city ,

...

:. 1

and suburbs, or what we have called in an earlier section, the betweefi-district
.

" segregation..

A regression equation which includes these two variables gives results

as indicated in Table 14," which allow the following estimates:

Estimated increase in loss 'of whites in one year as a function

of reduction of in index of segregation:

South North

,

. Largest.21 6.8% 3.9%

. Neict,46. 2.6% . 0.2;
. r -

These results show that indeed there has been a greater loss of whites when

desegregation has taken place in large southern cities than when it has taken

place in large northern cities, with the estimate nearly twice for the

soutHern cities what it it for northern ones., For the smaller cities, there

is a similar difference,,With essentially no loss estimated for northern
4:1!

cities. A caution must be introduced in these' estimates: as the table shoWs,

the coefficients on Which the estimates are based are not as large as theme

standard. errors, so that the estimates should be teksn as only,a best
0 ,

guess: The reason, of course, is that only a small number of cities in both'

North and South in both samples haye experienced high degrees of desegrega-
' )

.

-ticn. The fact that 'the results are similar for both sets of cities does,
,

.however, provide some additional confirmation:
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Estimated increase in loss of whites.in on year as a function of

50% black in city school districtand between-district segregation
of .4:

50% black

Largest 21 2.3%

1 ' Next 46 '1.6%

The estimates show that the loss which was'earlier seen. as resulting from
)

1

I _

I

the proportion black in the. city can in fact in considerable part be accounted
,

i
for by the between - district segregation, which is aqunction of the

.

ditegrence.

1

. _

Between-district
segregation of .4

6.5%

4.3%

tween proportion black in the city and that in the suburbs. Thus the

refrequent Observation that the loss of whites_from*central-city school systems
depends on the existence of suburban systems with high proportions of whites

is certainly confitired by these data. Note, however; that this is a generally

greater loss of whites under such conditions, not related to the period of de-
-.

segregation. The question. of w ether ere is additional loss at the time of
"-

desegregation can be answered by a further analysis, to which we now turn.

In thisanalysis, we include not only the possibilities that have.alreadx,

been amined, but three others as well:- 1

The possibilityi that there is a generally different loss rate

of whites from central cities in, the South than in the,North,

in the absence of desegregation

the posgibility that desegregation produces different rates

of loss when the proportion black ,in the city differs (inter-
.

action between' proportion black and change in segregation)

c). the possibility that desegregation produces different rates

of loss when the inter-district/segregation differs

The estimates of these, effects can best bfexpressed as the total estimated
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foss rates under different illustrative conditions.
26

We will consider

what, the lose rates would, be for the average size district in the South for

each group of cities where the reduction, in segregation is .2,as in earlier

illustrations. Estimates are-given for various combinations of proportion

black in the central-city district, ranging from .25 to .75 arid.between"

district segregation ranging from 0 to .4.

The tabulation below shows the estimated loss rates under these various

illustrative conditions.

Between-district
segregation

0.
,2!

.4

26
The individual coeffiCients_f om Table 14 if interpreted alone without
combining both the interactio terms and the main effects are not meaningpe
ful. Thus the negative sign o the coefficient for A r is not itself infer-
pretable, without the compensa ing positive coefficient of A rx proportion
black. Even-So, particular c bIpations of values for the variables would
show results that would seem likely on their face (for example, integra-
tion at very low proportions blaCk'epparently bringing aboUi -a small gain
in proportion of whites ircaty schools, rather than a loss, or increased
proportion black apparently, bringing about a stall gain as well). This
is probably due to misspecificationof the equation--for examplep.some

nonlinearity.in.effeCt of ptoportion black, not allowed by the equation
as specified, or to a ten&enoy of two highly correlated variables to have
'coefficients that polarize, due to minor sampling fluctuations. (See.
"Instabilities of Regression Mitimates Relating Air.Vollutionto Mortality,"
Gary C. McDonald and Richard C. Schwing, Technometrics..Vol.15, No*,
Aug..1973.) Finally, there is the fact that some coefficienqrwould give

meaningless values of rate of loss (e.g., over 100%) for extAme values
of the' variables (e.g., A r = 1 and proportion black = 1,0).
This is due to a deliberate misspecificationof the equation. The appro-
priate dependent variable would have been logarithm of (whittes in year
t/whitessin year t-1), rather than (whites in t- whites in t-1)/(whites
int-1 The latter was used because it gives almost tbe same results as

Largest 21.-
proportion black
.25 .50

2% 17%

8 16 24

15 22 30

Next 46 '

proportion black
5 .50 .75

1% 2, 3%

5 7 8

10 ; 11 13

ti

the former, and the coefficients are more directly expressible as additions
.1to-a. given rate of loss.
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These estimates are for a City in the South. In the North he losses .

at the tine of reduction in segregation are estinated to be 3.5 less in

the largest 21 cities and 2.3% less in the bat" 46. liowever, sheuld,be

recalled that more desegregation took place in the South,,so t at the estimates ,

are less reliable for =them cities. It should also be note that.some

copinations of proportion black and between-district segrega ion are impos-
*

sible or quite unlikely, such as .25 proportion black and .4 etween-district
-

segregation, or .75' black and 0.between-dig637ct segregation

The most striking from these Illustrative estimates ar= tIto effects.

.

1

*

One is the large increase in the effect of desegregation on rate of white

io;
1

i 1....

loss, as the proportion black in the istrict intreases. I T is effect exists

in both size cities, though it is mo e pronounc d 1 th 1 rgest 21., Tberethough
..,

4

is a similarly largg_inC*ilase 4 theLffect f:desegreg

there are suburban alternatives, as measured by a high

district segregation. In this case, the est

1igh both for the smaller cities and r th

'The analysis above does n ,hawever,aeswer cert

such as the losses of whites in

we can slightly modify equation

a function of the desegregation

w w
t , t-1

- a + b Kr + b Al. + 1, p 4= b lnN (5)wt

subsequent years.

(4), and examine

not only in that

on on ite loss if

ue for between-

tation effect is

in other ques

To,exandne this question,

theloss in a given year as

ear, but in preceding years:

.and two more equations, including respectively b13 Ac-2,t_3 , b13 Art
-2,

b14 Art-3,t-4 '
and b13

+.1314 6rtm3,t-4.+ b15 Art-4,t-5

The last of fhe equations, which examines effects of desegregation over the

preceding five years, is the most complete, but gives the least accurate,

estimates,". since it is based only,on the loss in 72 -73, and includes only,

88
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21 observations. Thus, only the first four equations will be used and only

the first three coefficiehts, for which there are multiple estimates, will

be calculatedty averaging over the equations. These results will. give an

7
indication of the time pattern.qf white loss following desegregation.

2
The

indication must be preliminary, because asking as aliaged a question as this

of data which consist of i limited number of desegregation experiences, some

of which occurred only in 71-72 or 72473, cannot provide a conclusive answer.

Nevertheless, it is useful to attempt to obtain even 'a preliminary answer to

the question. Table 15 shows for successively greater numbers, of terms, up

At*

to three, the estimates for coefficients. When these coefficients are averaged

as described earlier to attempt to estimate the succeeding effects of

integration, the results are not very satisfactory, nor even' highly Consistent,

except for the first term (the year in which integration wok place). The

second year shows essentially no effect while the third year Shows an im-

28
probably large positive effect. _ Thus, this ,attempt must be regarded,as

unsuccessful for statistical reasons (probably the particular years of

desegregation associated with estimates for particular lags). The moat that'

can be said is that there is nO.evidenCe for a return to city schools in

27
, ,

--

The possible indirect accelerating effects of desegregation on white loss
through its effect on, increasing the proPortionallack (pb in equation (5)) is

not reflected in the coefficients b11
through b

15
. That effect can be cal-

.

iculated to determine, for example, the effect n year 2 through Art,t_lin
-

.
1

*Ap
b
and than the product b

2
Ap

b
. ,

'

28 One reason for suspecting estimates of Ar t-2 is that they are heavily de-
,

pendent on changes.in segregation that'took place in 1971-72,and amon ,

the 21 cities, there were no large changes during" that year.

80
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Large L1
Years of 'desegregation t Rt

a

68 .

Table 15. FJRTHER ANALYSIS ESUi,TS_
s

f

(Equations include proportign b lack,and inter- dls *iat
segregation).

69 -73

70-73
71 -73

.. 72 -73 -

Next 46 V

' .17(. 061)
.325(.070)
.252( 059)
.561(.081)

69 -.73 .. .. 7 (

J0 -73 .' .l11(

71 -73 406(
72 -73 / ;131(

Estimated added losses of whites due
deaegregation, in second year, )and t
segregation index.* k

s

.008 ( :082)
-.206(.'.13&) - >.774(.96)
- .166:(.133) - .7.72(.190)

. 032)

.034)

. 033)

. 052)

Large 21
Next 4 6 y

t

..041( ..034) .

.032(;051) .011(.038),

-.Q3(.062.):. -.027.047)
k

Co desegregatioii in first yea* of.
hi`rd year, assupi`ng reduction of s2 .in

First
year

7.32
2.4%

*Unweighted average $ of above estimates
were nearly alike..

Z,

1

t..

W
9

tf

Second
,; yeear

a

1.82(gain)
,`

? r

were used because standard errors,

M
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44

. ..the second or third year after desegregation nor any strong evidence for a.

delayed,lossan the second and third years after desegregation. (There
.

howelier, an indirect egect'in subsequent years through the increase in

proportion, black that occurs during the first year.)

Thete is 'another.more stringent test Of segregating effects of school
4

desegregation than thode we have examined so far. ,Eicl city, with its own
*

partiicirlar housing patterns, suburban configurations, crime levels, distribu-
.

tion of racial irejudices, industrial growth or decline, and other factors,

iias rates -of white iopa that -re specific to it.. , A rough test of this sort
t

can be carried out for the largest cities by using the white student loss

. that occurred in each city in 1968-69, before much desegregation occurred in

gny of these cities (except for Denver), and observing What occurred from
J..

I zip Air . -.

1969' to 1973. /For the tweiVe districts of .the 22 which did not experience a
,./

7
/ .

reduction of at least 0.1 in segregation over the period 1968 -1973. (and on the
, .. ,------ ,ave,rage -experienced no change at. alt) loss gf white students expected be-

tweed 1969 and 1973, baSed on their 1968-69 losses, was 17% of the white
i .. .

students present 14.1969. The actual lo'sa during this period was .20%, only

slightly greater than expected. ,For. the ten dfstricts which did experience
4,,,' J47':., , i -, . .,1,' ,..

.

desegregation of 0.1 or mope, their expected loss between 1969 end 1973, based
-,,..:- .

efore desegregation losses, was on 10%. ,But their actual
.' i- :. . . t., . -.xi-

1969-73 losses-averaged 26%.of,,',.fh e white students esent in 1969, Table.i6:,,,. .
..,,, ,,,t' f

Siows.,these ligures, for each City separately.
.,. ! - - . . 1..

A m6re Careful .statistical examination of,_,thi, sort may be made by in-
.., .. ,

,, _.------
trodUcing into the regression equation aAntamy variable for each city, SinCe,

-t .. 4
4 f ::",;'''',' .

`4.

in equation (4) there. are five obaeivations for each. city, the'degreetrof
. .,,-

'ftegdOm in' the equation -are 5n - re - 5. -...- ',.--
s ill ;

I..
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Table 16,..REDUCTION IN SEGREGATION .1968 -1973, EXPECTED AND ACTUAL LOSS
OF WHITE STUDENTS 1969-1973, 22 LARGEST CENTRAL CITY DISTRICTS

District
Reductionin.
Segregation

Proportion of Whites Present
in 1969 Lost .by L973

Expected (based on
city's 1968-69 loss ) Actual

1.. New York

2. Los 'Angeles

3. Chicago

4. Philadelphia

5. Detroit

6. Houstoia*

7. ,Baltimre

8. Dallas

9. Clevel

10. Washin ton

1. -ifemphi

12. Milwau

San Di

14. Columb

15. lamps*

16. St. Louis

17. New Orleans*

(+) .03

.07

(+) .02

( +) .08

.04

.17

.02

.22

(+) .02

.04

---

ee .02

go*

s, OhiO

'18.: 'Indianapolis*

19. Boston

20k Atlanta*

21. Denver*

22.' San Francisco*

*Averagefor 10 cities
which had 0.1 or more
reduction in segregation.

Klierage for 12 cities
which had less than .0.1
reduction in segregation.

'Expected lOss eqUals 1.-

lost'in1968-69.

.13.

.04

.74

(+) :03

.15'

.28

(+) .03

.37-

.38

.31

.11

`.15

.16

.13

.33

.19

.10

.05

21

.36

.07

.61

.07

(+) ,09,

17

.10

.11

.26

09

.39

, where x equalsV

10

.17
it

.16

.20

.25

.13

.3,0

.29

.16

.23-,

.12

.37

.16

.08

.12

'.11

. ,.25

.38

.24

:15

.59.

.20

.31

.26

.20

proportion white students
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This analysis makes a somewhat different comparison than the previous

ones. In those analyses, districts which h g desegregated'are:cdmparedwip
V

those that have not, to di-Scover the eff
. .

of desegregatiOd on loss- of white

students to the system. In this analysis, by contrast, we compare districts

that.have desegregated with their own expected rates of loss sin the absence ;

of desegregation, to discover any additional loss of whites due to desegrega-

tion. This is obviously a much more stringpnt test because it controls or

the general characteristics of each city. The equations used in the a lysis

include proportion black, logarithm of 'number of students, and between-d

segregation, with the addition of a dummy variable for each city. The results

of the 'analysis give coefficients for tr of .4158 (.058) for the largest 21 city

--districts and .143 (.034) for the smaller cities.
29

These coekficiefits

correspond closely to those found in earlier equations, indicating that the

estimate of the average additional loss rate during desegregation is a stable

one, and not due-to uncontrolled characteristics of the cities..

Finally, it Is possible to carry out a full analysis of 'covariance, in

which Tde can not only control for the charaCteristics of the individual cities,

1J4 also estimate theloss rate under desegregation for each:city which under-

,

went substantial desegregation.
30

These estimates are probably asiclose as

we can obtain to the actual effects of desegrefation TM white loss in the

year of desegregation. They show that the estimated white loss does vary

29
R
2 in thebe equations are .64 and .55 respectively.

-30
This nalysis is carried out by, an equation with tr (change in segrega-

tion) dgmmy variables for each city, and interactions between the city.

dummy ariable and tr. The coefficient for each city is the same as

the su of the coefficients for brand the interactIon term.

J
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.

considerably from city, to city, and that the aVqrage loSs rate specified

earlierr obscures very different loss rates in different cities'. Table 17

shows the estimated loss rare in 'the year of desegregation if Qr were .2,

for all cities listed earlier .which underwent desegregation of .1 or more

in a single year. These rates must still be regarded as only estimates be-
,

cause there are other things varying.concurrently with desegregation. For

three of these, proportion black, between-district segregation, and size of

district, the equation has controlled the general effects; but the specific

effects of each of these, variables (as well as others) may diffe rom city

to city. Nevertheless, these figures do indicate where the loslses due to

segregation'are especially great, and where they are small._

Table 17. ESTIMATED ADDITIONAL LOSS OF ITE STUDENTS
, IN SPECIFIED CITIES

(Loss during desegregation in cities
year of -.1, beyond general loss of
Desegregation assumed is Ar = -.2.)

which had a Ar in one
whites in those cities.

aly

Estimated loss as a percent
of white students present

at beginning of year

bouston (g`air) 0 . 9%
Dallas 2.5%

Memphis 13 . 5%

Xampa 2.3%'

Indianapolis is) 5
Atlanta 11. 0%

Denver (gain) 2.3'%

San Francisco 4.3%

Average 4 . 5%

fi

9
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Now that we have some sense of the magnitude of the losses of whites

in the year in Which desegregation occurs, and how that magnitude varies

among different cities, it is useful to ask just how much difference this

makes in the long run in the city's popUlation composition. For insofr

as we can determine, the effect. of desegregation is a oneltime effect.

The present data give no good evidence that there is a continuing increased

loss of whites from city schgols after desegration has taken place. On

the other 'hand, there are secondary. impacts of the initial loss: it ,

ancreases the proportion .of blacks in the schools, which itself increases

the rate of loss. And it increases the racialcdispatity between suburbs

and city, also increasing the rate of loss. Yet these are second-order

effects and their overall impact is not clear.

One way of gaining a sense of the difference that sharp desegregation

makes `in the racial compqsition of a" city inIsubsequent years, is to

consider a hypothetical city with particular characteristics, and apply

the coefficients of the equations to the changing population composition

bf the city, year by .year, under two conditions: with sharp

in the first year, and without any change in segregation..

desegregation

We will do this with two:of the equations for the large cities

the'siFple equation.. including only Ar, proportiod blabk,,and_Ibgarithm
0

of student pgpulatiofi (Equation 1 in+Table 14); and"the most complex

(.equation, including th ee interaction terms (Equation' 3 In'Table 14).

Assumed characteristics of thed4trict in year 0:

1. Proportion black = 0,50

Propoytion white = 0.50

3. Average size situcitnt body for the.largest 21 (169,000)

S

,
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*4. Suburban ring equallin size to central city, and,all white'
(this means that initial between district segregation for
SI1SA is .33).

*5. Located in North,

*6. No overall-change in stndent populations in SMS4; white
losses from central city appear in suburbs:

7. No movement of blacks to suburbs.

(Starred items are relevant only to Equation 3 in Table 14.)

The population compositions of the cities will be projected under

.

two assumptions: first, hat there is no charige in segregation (Or = 0);

\.\

and'second, that in year 0,) 'there is a drop of .4 in r. This would not

be total desegregation in. most large cities; .(see, for example, Table 13)

,but.it would reduce the segregation by about half, and in some cases more,

and be very substantial-desegregation.

Equation 1, including only Or, proportion black, and logalithm of size,

certainly does not include allSthe ways in which desegregation can have

an impact, on white student loss. On the other hand, Equation 3 may.

overstate the initial losi upon desegregation through the magnitude of

,

the interaction terms and may understate the losses after desegregatiot7

The two equat7tonashow, however, somethingabout,the range of effects that

?

might be expected, or a city with these Characteristics.,
'4

'PREDICTED PORTION'ELACK IN YEAR

Yeari, 0 1 2 3, 4 5 6 7 8r. 9 1Q

Equation 1'

with desegregation (.4) :5 .54 .56 .58 .60 :61 . .65 .67- .69 .70

without desegregation .5 .51- .53 .55 .5.6' .58 .60 .61 .63-: .65 .67

Equation. 3

/

with desegregat n (.4) . .5' -.58( :60 'P:62 .63 .65 .67 .69 .71 .73 .75

without dese egation .51 .52 ..54 .55 .58 .59 .61 ..63 .65
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We should emphasize thdt these projections are not intended as

.

predictions for any city. They are intended rather to give a better

perspective on what these equations imply for the impact of desegregation

On the city's population, composition.

The equations give considerably different projections, but perhaps
4

the most'important point is that the impact of desegregation, as a one-

time impact, matters less id the overall population composition of the
4

central city than does the. continuing lossof whites with or without

.

desegregation. According to Equation 3 from Table 14, there would be

a 10% difference in the proportion black in the-city...at thd end of ten years

due to desegregation; but even without desegregation, the proportioq would
I

have increased from .5 to .65. And according to Equation 1 from Table 14,

the difference due to desegregation would be only 3% at the end of the 10

years, but with about the same general increase in proportion black.

It is-useful also to see the projected proportion of white schoolmates

for-the average black child under these conditions, and the proportion of

black schoolmates for the average white,in the metropolitan area. These .

are given below, assuming an initial segregation of .8, reduced to..4-under

desegregation.

Equation

White schoolmates
-;--£ or average black

Year 0 Year 10

Black schoolmates
for average 'white

Year 0 Year 10

with desegregation .30 .18 .15 .09

without desegregation .10 .07 .05 .03

Equation 3

.30 ..15 - .15 . .08with desegregation_
without desegregation .10 .07 .05 .04

rr
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These projections show that under all conditions, there is an extensive

decline in interracial contact over the ten years. The interracial

contact under desegregation is projected to'remain higher after 10 years

than it was in year'0 under no desegregation; but the projected erosion

is great, and especially so under desegregation. Most-of the intended

benefits of desegregation will hiVe been lost at, the end of 10 years--

;in part to the loss of white students upon desegregation, but due even',;-

- more to the general loss of white students from city schools, with or

without desegregation. Nothing here can be said, of course, about the

quality of interracial contact in the two situations.

t

It is important. again to emphasize that these are projections for a

hypothetical city with the given characteristics; as is-evident in '-
. .

the earlier analysis, the estimated impact of changes in segregation

differs from city to city, and in some cities.is -estimated to be absent.

Altogether,.these projections'emphasizg what data from earlier

projections have shown: thatAht-emerging patterns of segregation are

those between large cities which are becoming increasingly black,,and

everywhere else, which is'becoming increasingly white. Desegregation-in

central cities hastens this process of residential segregation but tot

'bk a great deal ,under the conditiOns.spetified in the example." It pro-
..

vides a temporary, but fast eroding, increase in Interracial contact among

children within the central city. In districfs with certain characteristics,.,

however, (such as about 75% black and about .4 between-distiict segregationv
-94

as in Detroit, paltimore, Philadelphia, orblehicago), the impact of full-

scale desegregation would be, accordincto the,estimates from page 65,
0

,
9 8
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very large, moving the city's schools to

ILL

early all black.in a single year.

Uhatould happen in a particular city is unknown; the point hereis that the
. .

white loss depends very much on the:extent Of desegregation, the proportion

black in the central city and the black -white differential between central

, city and suburb.

r Elementary and Secondary Schools

One final queStion is useful to examine before ending this quest, for the
- - .

' .

effects of desegregation withiii large central cities. This is the differential
es

effect on loss owhites from elementary school and from high school, The

question cannot be ansWeidd with a high degree of conclu5,kirene'ss, because Ame

. .

apparent changes,in elementary or secondary school populations may have been

due:,rather to a grade reorganization among the schools in the district. Such
. -

reorganizations are particularly likely to occur in desegregating systems and

the effects on the analytical reaults are unknown.
, .,.

Nevertheless, Equations (1), (2), and (3) fxom Table 14 were analyzed

separately for elementary schools and high schools, with some consistency of

In general, the elementary school losses in the year of desegregation

were much more extensive than the secondary school losses. For Equation (1),

where the overall effect in the largest 21 cities was estimated At 5.5% loss
410

of whites with a -.2 reduction in segregation, the,effect for elementary

schools,was estimated to bd 20.4%, compared to only. 5.3% folowcondary schools,.

For the. next 46 cities, the elementary losses were estimated at 12.8% and the

secondary at 05%.
31

Results for the other two equations are not inconsistent

,

314
The fact that in neither the 21 cities not the,46 is the estimate of the
overall effect' an average, or near an average, of the estimated elemeritary
and secondary effects raises some question about the latter estimates. We
have no explanation for this anomaly, except the possiblity or school re-
organization.

99
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.

with these, but age Marred by. the high degree of collinearity among the inde-

pendent variables. The indication from theseresults is that the effect of

desegregation on elementary school losses is' rather great,, dkonsiderahly greater'

than for the secondary schools. This resultshould be reggded as less than

conclusive, because of the unknown effects of school reorgaiiiiation on numbers

of students classif4ed,in elementary aid secondary schools, and because the

collineaiity prevented strong confirmation by use of equations with greater

numbers,of variables. Yet the result 'does appear in both sets of districts,

.

and suggests that desegregation has a particularly strong effect at the ele--

mentary school level. This,'of course, is more destructive of the goals Of

racial integration of schools than Irthe loss were greater at high sChf1151).

levels.. For if the tendency of white families to leave a desegregating system

is especially pronounced in the elementary grades, then'the loss will have
.

its impact at all grade levels, as the elementary children move into high

, '.'

school.
. .

. 4 .
. .

The earlier analysis of changes, inwithin-district and between-district

.t

segregation at elementary and secondarschOols showed that there is greater

movement both within and between districts of the sort that le'pds tO,resegre-
,

gation among 'white'secondarY school students than among elementary ones. The

present analysis Shows that this gteater movement at the secondary level. is

1

t a Tesporise to desegregation, but rather a general movement independenf of

esegregation', presumably related to:the family's age and to- its affluence.

hich increases with

Altogethe then, what does this analysis of effeEts of desegre tion in

cities ind ate?' Several results ca n be specified with some assurance:

1. In the large cities (among the larg6t 22 central city school,
districts) there is a sizeable loss of whites when desegregatio
takes place.

.

r

1 0 0 .
0
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2. There, is a loss, but less than half as large fro small cities.
These differences due to city size continue to hold-when the)re-
duced opportunity of white flight into surrounding school districts
in the smaller cities is taken into account.

3.

4.

5.

6.

. ,

The estimated loss is less in northern cities which have undergone
.

desegregation than in southern-ones. , I ,
r - .

P
.,f

.ss

In addition to effects of disegregatior on White loss, both the
1,.,

absolute proportion of blacks in the central city and their pro-
portion relative to those.inthe surrounding metropolitan areas
have strong effects on loss ofwhites from the central-city district.

. . .. . . . ,

Apart from their general effect on white loss, a high absolute pro- -.,

portion,of blacks in the central,city and a high difference in racial
'Composition between the central-city district. and the remaining
metropolitan area both intensify the effectb of desegregation on'
.rates of white loss: -

/. .. i .
1--

When general rates of white loss for individual cities'aretaken: 4

into account, the desegregation effects still hold to about the
same degree as estimated from comparisons among c s.

. . -

7. No clonblusive results have been obtained concerning the ditect,effect
of dbsegregation in subsequent years after the first. The indirect
bffect ,*however, through increasing the proportion black in the city
and the segregation between the city district ,and suburban ones,timr"
to accelerate the logs'of whites.

. e.".. . .
.

8.' The effect of desegregation on white loss has been widely different
among different oities'where desegregation has taken place.

,

9. Because, insofar as we can estimate, the loss of whites upon de-
segregation is a one-time loss; he long-term impaerof desegregi-

. , tion is considerably leis than that of other continuing factors.
The continuing white losses produce an extensive erosion of .the
interracial contact that desegregation of city schools brings about:

The effects of desegregation on loss of white elementary school
childrenappdars coftsialerably greater than the effect on loss of
secondary school children.

this leads to general conclusions consistent with those from earlier

sections othis examination: that the emerging prhblem with regard to school

desegregation is the probleit df segregation between central city and suburbs;.

and in addition, that current means by which schools are being desegregated are

a

10i
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intensifying. that problem, rather than reducing ft. The emerging problem'of

4

school segregation in large cities is a pioblem of metrOpolitaarea resi
. - -

dential segregation, black central cities and white suburbs, brought abOut

by a loss of whites from the cents cities. This, loss is'intensified by

, 6

extensive school desegregation in those central cities, but in cities with

high proportions of blacks and, predominantly White sub*rbs, it proceeds at a

\.
relatively'rapid rate with (ix without desegregation.

,

/

A

A
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APPENDIX 1

OFFICE FOR CIVIL RIGHTS SAMPLING PLAN 1

Al school districts with 3,000 ore enrollment (1967-68) were surveyed.

Smaller school districts were selec ed for elusion in the survey in a statis-
tically tandom.manner based on district enrollment size in the preceding school
year (1967-68) as determined by'the United States Bureau of the Census (1967
Census of Governments,, Volume lt.

The sampling plan used was as follows:

District Enrollment

3,000 and larger
1,200 - 2,999

600 - 1,199.

.300 - 599

Sampling Rate

100%,

-75%

50%
25%

less than 300 0

In addition to the abOve sampled districts, 'alb. districts etiminating
racially dual school.systems under terms. fvoluntary:plan agreements with

tar.Depai ent of Health, Education and Welfare or under federal court order

e s eyed regardless of school district enrollment size.

In-1968, the 8,491 school districts sampled cavered an estimated 43.9%
of the Nation's public school districts but they enrolled an estimated 90.8%
Of'the Nation's pubic elementary and secondary pupils.

Projected Total In
Each Size Category

actual data
1 1/3 times actual data
2 times actual data
4 times actual data
none, -*

-
,These data were reported to the Office for Civil Rights by school district

superintendents and/or State education agencies. The reports were required -

under the regulations implementing Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.
Hawaii and the Territories were not tequired to participate in this survey.
Ninety -five school districts with federal.funds terminated (as of August 1968)
bqcause of non - compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act'of.1964 were

also excluded'from the survey.

I.

SORCE:, Directory of Public Elementary and Secondary Schools in Selected
'Districts: Enrollment arid Staff by Racial/Ethnic Groups, Fall 1968.

4

Washington, D.C., U.S. Department of Health, Edpcatian, and Welfare,

Office for Civil Rights, P. iv-
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.INSTRUCTIONS FOR FORM OS/CR 101
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Office for Civil Rights -

Washington, D.C.

SCHOOL SYSTEM REPORT, ,

FALL 1,968 ELEMENTARY AND-SECONDARY SCHOOL SURVEY
tueOctober 15,1%8

e
GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS. The hall 1968 Llemdniary and Secondary School Survey consists of, two report fbrms. FORM OS/CR 101 for ro

porting system-wide flata, ind an Individual School Report (either From OS/CR -102, or0S/CR 102-1) for reporting individual school
, data. Ciamplete Form OS/CR-101 fog the School System, and an Individual School Report for each individual school. Sec Instructions

for 1TENWV1 below, requiring a separate report for each campus of each schbol. .
The data reported should rcfleet the facts when assignments can be considered stabilized, normally in the latter part of September.
The report is due October -15; 1968. e

Please use: a typewriter to complete the rdport, if possible. ,

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS. The bCR School System Number consists of the first 10 digits of the number at the
:a

of the label affixed to the
School System Report, I orm OS/CR-101. This number should appear iji ITEM II of each Individual School Report. If the individual
Scbool Repot' is completed at the individual schools, the principals should,be instructed on the correct number to place in ITEM II, of
the Individual School Report.

ITEM I. Use the school system name you' State uses in its published ot Semi listing of in sellout districts. The same name should be used in Item
I of each Individual School Report.

ITEM II. Enter street address if different from address on label.

ITEM Ill. Enter City, County, State and Zip Code, if different from label.

ITEM IV. En teethe name of the Chief Administrative-Officer of the school system.

ITEM V. Place an "x" in the-appropriate box:

HEW Form 441. Has been accepted from school systems which newt had, or have 'ompleted the elimination of, a dual school structure.
HEW Form 441-B. Has been accepted from school sy stems chminating a dual school strueturt pursuant to a voluntary desegregation plan.
Assurance of Compliance with Court Order. Has been accepted from sehoorsystents eliminating a dual lehool structure pursuant to an
order of a Federal Court.

ITEM VI. Enter the number of schools as the schools arc organized by, the.loi.al sellout system. If, however, a school has classroom buildings
located un separate campuses tclassroodi buildings on campuses which are not contiguous), count each such separate campus as ail indivi
dual school. File an Individual School Report for each school (or separate campus).

ITEM VII. Report the number of persons in each category. Do not use pertentages. If there are no persons in a category, enter "0" for the
category. Do not, complete this itenfuntil each of the Individual School Reports has been completed..

Column.1: School System-Total. Include both. minority and nonminority groups.
Column 2. American Indian. Persons considered in school or community to be of American Indian origin.
Column 3: Negro. Persons considered in school or community to be of African or Negroid'origin.
Column 4. Oriental. Persons considered in school or community to be oiChineso, Japanese, or.other Oriental origin.
Column S. Spanish Surnamed American. Persons considered inicehool or community to be of Mexican, Central - American, Cuban,

Puerto Rican, LatinAmeriean or other Spanish speaking origin.

NOTE. For the purpose of this report, minority groups are considered to be mutually exclusive, place an individual in one minority
group only?

Line A. Enrolidd Students. Regular day students on the eurrent rolls of the individual schools of this school sy stem, total of Item
V11A of Individual School Reports.

Line B(1) and Line B(2). Full-Time Professional Instructional Staff. Enter in the appropriate category the number of professional
instructional staff members who work for this school system on a full-time basis.

Include. Pnncipals, assistant principals, classroom teachers, supervisors of instruction. curriculum consultants, school
librarians, nonclassroom teachers, audio-visual staff, guidance cbunselors and school psychologists.

Do NOT include. Higher-level administrators (superintendent of schools), staff members who work for the school sys
tern on a put-time basis; para-professibnal staff members, such as teacher aides and student teachers, non -

-instructional staff members, such as business, financial, attendance, health, transportation, clerical, custodial',
and food service personnel.

Line BO). Assigned to0ne School Only. Enter on line (I) the full-time professional instruthonastaff members who work at only one
school. These entnes should be the total of the equivalent categories reported in Item VIIB(5) of the Individual School
Reports.

.

Line 8(2). Assigned to More than One School. Enter on line (2) the full-time professional instructional staff who work at more than
one school.

,.
SUBMISSION OF REPORT. This report shoUla be submitted so HEW in accordance with the forwarding instmetionsa.nt to the school *yAwm wi th

its report forms. Before mailing, remove the school system's file copy from each set of reports. If the school system is instructed to
mall the report to HEW through its State education agency, mail the four HEW copies,and the State_education agency copy to your
State education agency. If the report is malleddireetly to HEW, mail the State education agency .opy to your State education agency and
the four HEW copies to:

Office for Civil Rights
Department ofHealth, Education and Welfare
Post Office Box 14195 . .
Washington, D.C. 20044

Before mailing the report, check the completeness and accuracy of each item, particularly the total. Errors or omissions may tc..itc a ie filing of the
form. Be sure thlre is an individual School report for each school.
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' REVORTING RQUIREMENT
This report is required pursuant to the HEW
Regulation (45 CFR SO) issued to carry out
the purposes of Tulle VI of the Civa Rights
Act of 1944. Section 104(b) of the Reg.
ulation prorides:

Compliance Reports. Each recipient shall
keep such reeved% and submit to the respon
dbl. Department *Mid 6r hie designee
timely, complete and accurate compliance
reports at such times, and Is suck form and
containing suck information as the respon-
sible Department official or his designee may
determine to be aactsaarr to eastee him to
ascertain whether the recipient has complied
or is complying with this 1teratilio11

If you have any questions-write:
Office foe Civil Rights
Department of Health. Educatich & Welfare

'cos 14115
Washington. D C.10044
at telephone 202438416*

.'S

4'

U.S. DEPARTMENT 01- HEACTIL EDUCATION AND WELFARE
OtfiZe foe Civil Rights

Washington, D.C.

SCHOOL SYSTEM REPORT
FALL 1968 ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL SURVEY

11equircd Undo Title VI of the Civil Rights Act 011964
'Due October 15. 19611

.

Name of School System

41: Street Address

City, County, State, Zip Code
IV. Name of Chief Administrative Officer of School System
V. Most recent type of Assurance of Compliance accepted by HEW,

HEW Form 441
HEW From 44141
Assurance of Compliance wilt; Court Order
Other Please explain:

VI. Number of Schools this School System. I

VII. Students and ProfessionalStaff.

FORM
OS/CR 101

(5 /U)

Noire Sumo
No:SI-RSA

Expiration
Duet 6/30/89

Report number of persona ks each
category. Do not use percentage.

A. Enrolled Students

.4

(1) Assigned to One
School Only

Csihnern 1

Scheel Worsens included in Column 2 ;m are memben of the minority groups I
*Hens
Total ,

MINORITY GROUP

(80TH
minority and
noneninosity

froulls/

11C---TIMS Z

Amorkan
Indian

balled

Column 3

PJ
O

Odense 4 Cellumn

Seenlek
Surnamed
Amerken

Column $

Total
Minority Gram

Morn ef column.
2, 3.4. end 111

So.*,

ks":

. Adv.,

(2) Assigned to More Than
One School

(3) TOTAL of (1) End (2)

Tie enure the eubronsion of correct Title VI compliance data. Mich the completeness and mocurecy of each Item reported. Error Of OnthelOnt may
require Wiling of this form. fle IWO thefill lean IndMduel School Report, for melt of the schools lot separate ampule') /snorted In Inen VI-

Certification.. I certify dial the information given with this report Is true and accurate to; tint ben of my knowledge and belief. A willfully fates
statement is punhtuble by ISM itLL,C061. Titls hS, $11000 1000.

Signature and Title of rennet Punishing InfoembItion Telephone Number Data Signed

1
4

0
r.

A
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INSTRUCTIONS

FOR FORM OS/CR 102

U.S. DEPARTMENT Cti HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE.

ti Office for Civil Rights
Washington, D.C.

c
, . INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL REPORT

FALL 1968 ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL SURYEY

$
. Due October 1 x,1968 -

a

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS. Nonnally..omplete vne,Individual S. Report°, orns OS( R 102) for cad) whoul, as the schools arc organized by
the total %AVM system. II. howeber, J s howl has classroom buildings locatc-d on separate eamiluses (classroom buildings on campuses
not contiguous toeach other). file a +4:palate report Form OS /CR -102 for each campus

Picaso41.: a typewriter to complete the report, if possible. 1'

ITEM I. Use the school system name your Stare uses in Its published officiallisting of its school districts.

ITEM II. The Ot R school system numtser consists of the first 10 digits of the number at the bOttom of the label affixed to Form OS/CR 101
sent to the school system superintendent. If this form is .onrpleteil at individual schools, the superintendent should transmit the OCR

School syse number to each school. - r.
.4.

' ITEM III. State the name of the school (or separate campus) covered tiy this report. N

ITEM IV. Give the street address of the school (or separate campus) covered by this report, s
s

ITEM V. Complete the address Donut forget to give the zip code.
-

ITEM VIA. if a school has Mere than ono campus. each campus shojld file an Individual School Report

ITEM VI13. Mark all the boxes that apply to your school. (or separitte-campus)

ITEM V11. Report the numbs, of,persons in eaetteategury. Do nut use perechtagre If there are no persons in a category, enter "0" for the
category

Column I: School Total Include both minority and nonmtnority groups.
Column 2 American I ndian.Viirson con;idereil in school or community be of American Indian goon.
Column 3 Negro Itersons constdertd in kchoolor community to be of Afr an or Negroid ongin.
( olumn 4. Oriental Persons eonodertd in school or community to, be of Ch ese, Japanese. or other Quantal ongin.
4 olutnn 5. Spanish Surnamed Atgerwan Persons eonsidered nip school or .ommunity to be of Meswan, Central American, Cuban.

Puerto Rican. Latin-American or other Spanish speaking 'origin.

NOTE I or the purposils of this report, minority groups are considered to be mutually exelusive, plate an individual One

minority group only

Line A Enrolled Student. I nter the number of regular day school students on the current rolls as of the date of the report

Line Bill ) through B14)' I ultini Prole -.tonal Instruetional Staff. Enter in the category which represents their major assignment the nom
KTau pro (.-:,14Mw1. monk iional staff members assigned to this school on a full-time basis. These ore professional instruc-
tional staff members whose current asstgnments require their services at this whool far the whole of thc.regular school day

Line BM. The Principil. The professional staff member who is the administrative head of the school.

Line 11t2).. Assistant Principals The professional staff members, other than the principal. who direct and manage the operation of
the school. - *.

Line 11(3). Classrdbm Teachers. The professional staff members who Instruct students in courses In classroom situations.

lane 1(4). Other Instructional Staff. The professional staff members who are supervisor's of instruetiori, curriculum consultants,
school librarians, nonslassroom 'teachers (homebound, etc ), audiovisual staff, gutclabee couhsirlors and school psycho-
logic - assigned to this school on a full time basis

Do not include. ,staff members who work at this school ost a part-time basis. para-professional staff members, such as
teacher's aides and student teachers, br non-instructional staff members. such as attendance, business, financial, health.
transportation, clerical. custodial and food service personnel.

'Line C: Give the date as of which Item VII is answered, ' r

, 4.

ItEM VIII. Give.the year when the school enrolled its first students.

ITEM IX..,, Instructions are contained in the ?tem.

'. *
SUBMISSION 01 REPORT. It is the respopsibility of cash whuoI system to subunit this report by October 15, 1968 If the 'report is completed at

the individual schools, it should be returned to the superintendent's of flee for forwarding to 111,Nt. Before submitting the report. elseck
the accuracy and completeness of each item, partieululy the totals. Errors or omissions may require a railing of the form :

108,
+1

oi

7

44
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REPORTING REQUIREMENT:.'

This report is tequired pursuant to the HEW Regu
latioit (45CFR SO) issued to carry out the imposes
of Title VI of the Civit Rights Act of 1564. Section
*0.4(b) of the Regulation provides:

..
Compliance Reports- Each recipient shall keep
such records sad submit to the responsible Ds-
piatment °Mehl Or his designee timely. complete
and accurate compliance reports at such times, and
in Such form and containing such information as the
respotnibleDeputnient official or his designee may
determine to be aseeseary .to enable him to
manila whether the recipient has complied or is
complying with this Retutition.
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US DEPARTMENT OPHEALTH. EDUCATION, AND W&I-F IPtE

tOffice foe CM Rivets' tie
Washiegtoe, D.C.

INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL REPORT

FALL 10611ELEMEI*41:TAR1C AND SECONDAi1/ SCHOOL SURVEY

Required Utiler Tills vt of the ctem mete Act of 1964.

Dee 0g7obet 45. 1998

FORM 4

OS/CR102

'(5 /U),

Beget Berate
No: 51R0642

Expiradoe
Deli: 6/30/69

I Nene el SM.:rot Wren

OCR School System Number

.111 Nun@ of Smoot

;IV Street Address

V.

vf.

City. County, State. Zip Code

A. Number of Campuses at %Akio!.
File a separate report form (OS/CR 102) for each comma,

6. Grad* offered (Put an the weiropristrbox for each grade offered atthia school)

ProK K

111

VII, Students ;n1 Professional Staff

I

Report number of persons in
each category. Do not use per...r.

3 4 5 6

o -6 '13

eolumn 1

School
Total

MOTH,
minoelli end non-
minority groups)

A Enrolled Stu
,0 s nv..iggalc

S .n funs

(2) Aliment Principals

43) Chearoore Teachers

(4)Other Inaluctional Staff

151 total 416(2),131.(41, abov:
column.

C Data lo? Item VII kenneled es of (Date)

0
10 . 11
0

Ungrided

1.41NORITV GROUP MEMSERSHIP.OF STUDENTS AND PROFESSIONAL STAFF
(Persons included in Column 1 .who ere members of the minority groups Iced below)

Column
Total

SPeteh Minority Greup
Suffered (Sum of Columns

.tft
P:."

VIII In what 'Moot year 4 ...1986471didthis school first enroll students?
, .

. IX State the school year in 'Much additions to this school, if any, were opened. Include only the two most recent adaitions.Do not include
additions opened before 1954 1966 school year For the purpose of thig,quettion, additions do NOT include (Al temporary structures, anti
as mobile damfooms, or (6) structures which do not Incrust the student capacity of the Oval, such m a CifftlifiS, gymnesium, or school.
library. (II no additions. write °NONE.") ,..

.
1

.
2.

To assure the submistion of correct Title VI compliance data. please checlithe completerutis and accuracy of loch item reported. Erron Cr omission'
may recharge nailing of this Form.

Certification I niftily that the information given eigove is true and correct to the best of my, knowledge sad belief, (A willfully Imam natemem is
punishable by taw. US. Code Title 15. Section 1001.1

SignMun: and Tile of Person Furnalung Information

4

lip 9

Telephone Number 'Date Signed

ti



gp

91

INSTRUCTIONS
for

FORM OS/CR-102-1

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Office for Civil Rights
Washington, D.C, . .

INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL REPORT

FALL 1968 ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL SURVEY

Due October IS, 1968

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS. Norma By, complete one individual School Report (Form ,ps(at-102 I) for each school, as the schools are orotund
by the local school system. If, however, t school has classroom buildinp located on separate campuses (classroom buildints on
campuses not contiguous to each other). file a separate report Worm OS/CR-102-1) foe each campus.

! lease use i typewriter to complete, the repeat. If possible.

ITEM I. Use the school syttem name your State uses In its published official listing of Its school districts.

ITEM U. The OCR school system number cameos of the lint 10 digits of the number it the bottom of the label affixed to Form OS/CR-101
sent the school system superintendent. If this forms is completed at individual Schools, the superintendent should tranunit the OCR
school system number to each school.

ITEM III. , State the name of the school (or separate campus) covered by this report.

ITEM IV.. Give the street address of die school (or separste'campus) covered by this report.

ITEM V. Complete the address. Do not forget to give the zip code.

REM VIA. If a school has more than one campus, each campus should file an Individual School Report.

/ ITEM V14. Mark all the boxes that apply to your school. (or separate campus).

ITEM VII. Report the number of persons in each category. Do not use perceniagit: If there arc no persons in a category, enter "0- for the
clatters,. -

Column 1: School Total. Include both minority and non-minority groups.
Column 2: American Indian. Petsons considered in school or community to be of American Indian origin.
Column 3: Negro, Persons considered in school or community to be,of African or Negroid origin. $

Column 4: Oriental. Persons considered in school or community lobe of Chinese. Japanese, or other Oriental ongsh.
Column S. Sparush Surnamed Afiuncan Persons considered in school or community to be of Mexican, CentralAmencan. Cuban.

Puerto Rican. Latin-Anserican or other Spardshepeakuis origin.

NOTE, For the purpose of this report, minority groups are considered to b e mutually exclusive, place an Individual in one nunority
frd4iP onfr.

Item A. ,;.Enrolled Students Enter at the appropriate grade level the number of regular day.school students on the,ctirrent roll as of
?like date of this report.

Line Ill) through 8(4) Full-time ProfestonalInstructionalStaff Eater in the category which represents their major assignment the num
bet of professional Instructional staff members assigned to this school on a full-time bash. These an professional instruc-
tional staff members whose current assignments require their services at tits school for the whole of the regular school day

Luse B(I) The Principal. The professional staff member who is the administrative had of the school.

Line 1(2) Assistant Principals. The professional staff members. other than the principal, who direct she manage the operation of the

)
school. -

Item 11(3) Classroom Teachers- The professional staff membenWho instruct student's In courses in classroom situations. Entet each
classroom leacher at the grade level which represents his major assignment. If Grades 7 and I ate considered secondary
grades at this school. report the.7th and Its Grade teachers as Secondary Classroom Teachers.

Line 11(4) Other Instructional Staff. The professional staff members who are supervisors of instruction. eumculum consultants,
schoolbbiarians,non-Claurocim leachen ihomebound. etc.). audiovisual staff, guidance counselors and school psychologists,
assigned to this school on a full-time basis.

Do not include. staff members who work at this school on a puttime basis; puallrofessional staff members, such as
teacher's aides and student teachers, or non-instructional staff members, such as attendance, business, financial, health,
transportation, clerical. custodial and food service personnel.

Luse C(0 Enter in the apprppriate categories the number of vacancies filled at this school since OctobcNI, 1967 by full-time
professional instructional staff members new to this school' system.

Line C(2) Enter In therapproprah categories the number of vacancies filled In the full-time professional in structional staff of this
school since October 1,1967 by transfers from other schools of this system.

Line D Enter the number of unfilled full-time professional instructional stiff possitIons at this school as of the date on Line E.

Line E Give the date as of which Itein VII is answered.

ITEM VIII. Give the year when tle,school enrolled its first students.

ITEM IX. 1, Instructions are contained in the Item.
;.`

SUBMISSION. QF REPORT. It is the responsibility of each school system to submit the report by October 15,1961. If the teport is .ompkted at
thb individual schcioh, it should be returned to the superintendent's office for forwarding to HEW. Before submitting the report. check
the accuracy and completeness of each Item, psalm's:1y the totals Errorl or omissions may require a renting of the form

.



RLPORTING REQUIRLMEN IS
This room is. required pursuant to the HEW Regulation (4l

I K 110) issued to carry out the pu room. o f Title 411 df the CNA
Mishit As t of to64 Sestion 00 4(1) the Regulation provides.
Compliance Repoets Each recipient shin keepsuel records and
submit to the responsible IMparienent official oe hes designee
timely complete and accurate complianceeepons at such loose.
and VI such form containing such infoemnion as the responsible
fkpartfnent official or her designee may determine to be necessary
to enable him to ascertain VIelether the recipient has complied or
is complying ovth this Regulation

AL-5,e Name of School System._
II. if.XR School System Number
III Nany of School__
IV. Street Address

92

V.3 DE PARTIUNT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION. AND WELFARE
Mime for Clod Rights

Washnigton.D.r.
INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL REPORT

BY GRADES
SALL 1960 ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL SURVEY

Required Underfitle VI of the Civil Redhis Act of 11144
Due October 15.1941

r-

FORM

OSXR I 02.1;
(5/68)

budget Buteau
No St ROSSI

Expiration
4/$0/69

City. County. State. Zip Code '. ....
VI A Number of Campuses at this School 1 .. "= NOTE. File asap/male report formlOS/CR 1024) for nth cantina.

U. Grades offered (Put an -31" in the appropriate inix for each grade offered at this school)
Pre X K I 2 3 \ .a

Q 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6 7 $ o IS I1 12 Ungraded

0 . 0 0 . 0
,MINORITY GRoUPREMSERSHIP OF STUDENTS AND PROFESSIONAL STAFF
(Person Included in Column I who are members of the minority groups hated below)

Column 2 Column 3

Vll Students and professional Staff

Repoli number) of persons in each
category. Donut use percentages.

A. Enrolled SIMI/nil Pee K

K

2

3

4

5

/7

10

II

12

Ungraded Special Educe

Other Ungraded

Column 1
School Total

(ROTH
minority
and cue

minority grocipsi_
American

Indian Negro

Column 4 Colima S Column 6
Spanish Total Minority

SUMI10114 C400. (Sum of
Oriental American Col. 2.3/44 5)

TOTAL Enrollment . I
It.uutmw r1,,... 4.r,, 5111(4

uI, me Mute

(I) The Principal"

(2)

(3)

Assisting Principals
le

Classroom Teachers Pre X

(a) Elementary K

Classroom

Teachers (by grade) 2

(b)Seeendary Clusrolon
Teachers (as a group)

(c) Ungraded. Special Educe

(4)Other Ungraded
TOTAL Classroom Te schen

(4) Other Instruitional Staff--
(I) TOTAL of (1),(2).(3).(4)

w ant we 11.
.oat u a Sue or ne.

(1) Newly hired staff members
(new to this system) .

3

4

7

(2) Transfers (staff members
tranaferred from another
school of this system)

(3) TOTAL of (1) and (2)'

D Number of Current iescanties in tell ime professional I structimal ataif
E Nis foe Item VII furnished stof (Da a)

VIII In whit school y.cla.r:g 144 67) did th s mAol. fire eneoll students,
IX State-the school at in which additio b thiZsshool, if any. were opened Include only the two most recent additions Do not include additions

opened before 1954 1955 school you or the purpose of this question. additions do NOT Include (A)tempotary SUM tures, tut!' at m Obit classrooms.
or NH st uuuuu les which do not mere the student capacity of the Mimi. such es a cafeteria. gaimnasiurp. or mhoul library (If no additions, write

. "Ni)NI " I
1 ___ --a. 2

. iT.
Ti, ',mew the submission of "mint Tille,y1 compliance data. pith, check the cumple Nona and accuracy of tack Item enpoeted. !term or omissions may
tequ ire a es lilies-uf Him form
4. misfit pion I certify that Ihr information given above is true and so to the lieu of my knowledge and belief (A willfully false statement le punishable

by law U S. Code Title IL Section 1001.)I.)

Ieleprume humbleSiinsture and Title of Person urnishh----Viiii ;email's* a Date Signed
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APPENDIX 2,

ALTERNATE USE OF Swb

11

We rill consider here the^pOssible use, as a indepe denevariable in

7.

stuping white loss, the change in proportion black in the average white

,.-- child's classroom, 'As
wb'

using the notation of. equation (1) in'the text. This

was not done in the analyses carried-oul, because tswb
is not only, affected

. 0

by desegregation_actions whichrearrange pupils among schools, but also by

..- ,
.

_ .NN
''

any loss of whites that takes place. 'However, the following approach is

suggested for future work.
-

We assume that the groportion of whites lost to the system 14)
w
) is a

*function of various factors .including change in the proportion of blacks in

the average white child's classroom due` o desegregation. That chInge we will

call A
1
s .

to'

pw = f (Ais, xv,x2, (A15",,e'

But'theobserved thange'.... proportion of. blacks in the average white

child's school, As, includes both this change, A s, and a change due to a., . s: .
. . .

.
, !

.thangein numbers of whites and blacks in the system:which we will call.A si
. .

4$

As = A
1
s

Now if the proportion of whites lost to the system between year t-1

year t 'is 'pw,,then the. proportion remaining is cw w
= 1 --p__ .

the number of blatks in the system in year t as a proportion of those present

ti4ilarly,

. 4. -:.
.

. .

in year.t-l.is cb . And the number of others (neither blacks nor whites) as

.

'a proportion of the number in the preceding Year is c
o

. If s
ul

s
ww'

and s'
wo,

are-the proportifn of slacks, whites' and others in the average white child's

b.

school in year ,t-1, then by definition, swb.' /(s t+ s )

t-1 "-t-1. "it-1 , t=1 wmt-1
I #
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and in year t, thevalue of s
wb

which would occur if there were general changes

\'in each,poOVlatiOn group. would be:

. . .

1:tt
7t-1 w ry

\ _

V

+cs +cs.
4.4)

(A5)w t)tit-1 -o wot1

And the Chatgesin's due merely to general changes in he proportion in each
,

population group (dropping tile subscripts on_s
*

) is : A
2
s = si - s

. .4

Now, from equation (A2), A
1
s ='As -

e
A
2
s or:

As=s - s (s* - s ) s - s*
1 t t-1 t t t

Now for use in a regrpssion equation, s
t

is calculated as usu , and's*
t

is,calculated according to equation (A3)., This will allow use of a variable,

,A
1
s , which iSindependent of the general changes in'population coiposition, and

dependent only on theAifferentiarchanges in different schools, i.e., chadges

in the.degree of segregation. variable is:

+ c s + c s. (A4) 'Aigwil swbt- - (cbswb

)

/ (cbexii;: w
WW

o wo
ti. t -1 t -1 .t-1

.
.

. gr
. . . .

,-- i . , ,,,

,?.

. ,
The regression

z.
of_ on-A-s will be independen00-general changes,innum-

w.
'',X;Ylei .., ' ---,. . ,1k s'', '4'....tio, I

bars of whites, blactVand others in the' system, and thus p 'aritA s
.

- . . w- 1 wb
.7 . :,

used for: the same pair 414 years in the equation.
_v. .

:..14

.



4
97

V

Ii

V

APPENDIX 3

Basle Data for 70

Largest Central City

School ffistricts

(ranked by 197 2 enrollment)

ALL SCHOOLS
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School
Distr jet

Year Number

,es
1, 4220580
2 4220580
3 4220580
4 4220580
5 4220580
6 4220580

Metro.
Status

1

1

1

1

1

1

SHSA

135

135
135

135
135

135

Number
Whites

.
467365
452827
434457
42441'4
400495 ,

380631

Swb"

0.16617
0.17900
0.18098-
0.18290. ,-

0.18574
0.18349."

r
Rwb

C.47208
0.468-Z6
0,4755'4

0.47707
C.48409
0.49804

Prop. , Nurnhcr

Black Students

0.3147.6

0.33695 1=70
0.34508' '1140359
0.34976
0.36001

1151715
1125449

0.36555 1/04920

4220580

New York City

..'

1 1422710 .. 1 110 350909 0.03157 0.84634 0..22605 653549
3 1422710 1 110 324065 0.03772 0.84346 9:24098 642805
4 1422710 1 110 309504 0.04297 0.82713 0.24857 634138

. 5 1422710 1 110 33303 0.05082 0.79869 0.25244 620659
6 1422710 - 1 lie 2-71655 0.05E95 p.79136 0.25380 611228

.
. .

1422710 5

Les Angeles
. ..

1 2309930 1 39 .. 219478 0.07511 0.85812 0.52942 582274
2, 2309930 1' 39 209888 0. 7748 0.85648 0.53985 582071
3 2309930 1 30 199669 0.07566- 0,86199 0.54825 ' 577479
4 2309930 1 39 185321' 0.07644 0.86362 0.56054 568922
5 2309930 1 39 170373 0,07244, 0.87313 0.57097 553342
6 1 30 157,013 =647009 0.87890 0.57881 '539365.2309930

: .

2309930 6

Chicago

4818990 1. 149 109512: 0.21114 , 0.64071 0.58766 282617
2 4818990 '1, 149 105710 0.20814 .0.65152 0.59728 282312
3 .4818990 1 . 149 101153 0.19355 0.68043 0.60564 '2785,93

4 '4818990 1 149 95844 0.17917 0.70724 0.61199 '271446
5 4818990 1 149 99537 0.18685 0,69590 0.61445 282941
6 4818990 1 149 91.633 0.17224- 0.71920 0.61341 268.410

4818990 6

Philadelphia

1 3212000
2. 3212 00'0 ,

1 .

1

53
53

.116250
10520

0,20126
0..21245

Q.66006
0.65556

0,5209>414 29609t
0.61680 . 288187

a

3 321200e, 1 . 53 . 98046 0.20.703 0.67564 0.63828 ' 284200

.. A 3212000 ` . 1 53 94042 0.21455 0.66892 0.64801 281690
5 3212'000 1. 53 . 84302 0.24055 0.64405 0,67580 276547
6' 3212000 1- 53 74759 0.26738 0.61844 0.70077 26,3958

3212000'.."
' Detroit

4

1 5323640 1 8,X 131099 0.03560 .0.89311 0.33346 246098

2 5323640 1 83 124451 0,-04087 4,87789' 0.33468 236220
3 5323640 1 83 119181 0.0211' Q.76969 0.35650 241139
4 5123640, 1, 83 107587 0.09266 0.75320 0:37547 231581
5 532;640 1 83 98282 0.10177 0.74187 0.39426 225410
6 5323640' ,1 83 87776 0.11333 0.72472 0el169 216982

5323640' 6

Houston

4 4,

L

.;

.4
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School
District

Year Number
Metro. Number
Status ONSA Whites ~ ,

1 3000090
-.2 3000090

1. 3000,090
4 - 30'0090
5 3000090
6 3000040

1
1

1

1

18
IP
18
le

Id
18

66997
.65329
632,38'
6074 2
57350
54549

3000'090 6

Baltimore

1 53 1621 0 , 1 47 9788 8
2 5316230 '47 9648 0
S 5316230 1 47 9338 8
4 5316230 1 47 85782
5 5316230 1 47 7821 4
6 5316230 1 47 72688

5316230 , 6 ,
Dallas '

1 4504378 1 41 : 66102
2 45 04378 1' 41 , 6230 3

,3 450437 8 1 41 6134 5
4 45 04 37 8 1 41 5955 3
5 4504378 1 41 581 89
6 4504 37 8 1- 41 5478 0

v1.
450437.8 6

Leveland.

1 5202440 1 118 ' 58271
2 5202940 .1 118 59777
3 5202940 1 118 71743
4 5202940' 1 118 6724Z'
7 52 029 4 0 1 118 - '. 58309 ,
6 5202940 1 118 37846

,..

520 29 40 6

Memphis

1 5909600
2 5909600
3 5909600
4 590960 0

1

1
1

122
122

-122
122

95161
93533
9102 3
8931 8

5 w 5909600
6 . 59,09600

1
1

122
122'

84265
78820

5909600 41 ,
Milwaukee

1 1434320 1 ,176 980 79
2 .1434320 '.1 176 978 86
3 . 1434320 1 176 ...... 970 78
4 1434320 1 '176 961 05

5 1434,320 1 176 91657
6 1434320 1 176 89961

1434320
San Diego

100

137

0
4Sw,_

Rwb

t

Prop. Number
Sick EEE Students

0.18702
0.19507,
0.202 10
0.2064'4,,
0,,21178
0.,21403

-0,71288
0.70520
0;69400..
0.59710
0 .694 25

4.693 63,

0.65137
0.66172

'0.6/142
, 0.681'54
0 :69266
0.69860

e

19.2171
19'3125
19,2458
190735
186600
18'2733

0.02818
002510'

0,90847
002117

0.307.86
0.31'838

1 59924 I
162490

002624 0.92277 0,33977 163632
0.08681 0.759 20 0.36053 159192
0,10813 0.71972 0.38580 154581
0,12693
...

0.68948 0.40E75 151549

4 ', ..
.

0.08575 0.84683 0..55985 155829
0.08395 0.85211 0.56763 150718
0.07925 0.86229 0:157553 1516,37

O. 0761 9 '0.86 761 O. 57550 148'207
0.07543 0.86896 0.57575 145196.
0. 0757 2 0.86 819 '0. 5744 137569

0.04095 0.'92355 0.53508' 125813 ,

0.04940 0,90980 0.55322 .134190
0.07245 0.85918 0.51450 148304
0.08775 0.83668 -0.53727 145903

0.1199'6 0.79241 0.2,7787, 138714
0.47086 0.308914 0.68140 419542.

4

0.05854
0:05598
0.06323

0.75470
0,78340
0.75640

0.23864
'0.25845

0.25958

130445
132462
132349 .

0.06468-
0.0721.8
0,08546

0,76914
0.75730
0.72645

0.28017
0.29741
0.31242

131815.
127810
1-23224' ;

6'04010
0.04642
0.051171

0,65557
0.62111
0.58397

0.11641
0.12250
0.12430

12881,
124 401
128783

0

0.05483 0.57206 0. 1281 2 .128 075

.

0. 05938' 0,55169 0..13246 124 391 .

0.06410 0.53197 0.13696 123466



Sc Moot.
District

Year Number

1 4504380
2 4504380
3 4504380
4 4504'380
5 4504380
6 4504.380'

.Metro.
Status

1

1

1
1
1
1

SNSA

45
45
45
45
45
45

140mber
Wh tea

1655 ..
80171
29074
78921'
74852
70747

4504380 -6
... Columbus

1 1900470 1 198 74629
. , 2. 1900870 1 198 76332

3 1900670 .
1 198 77744

4 1900870 1 19F 75394
5 1900870 1 . 198 80136

1900870 ' 1 198 84781
""1

1900$70
Tamp

1 352.9280 1 .170 _ 41810
2 3529280 1 170 39861
3 352.9280 1 170. 37877
4 3529280 a 170 3438-3
5 3529280 L 170 32630
6 3529280 1 170 29798

3329280
St. Louis

A

1 2801170
2 2801170

1

1

134'.
134

' 34673
33459

.3 2801170 1 134 .31406
4 2801170 1 134 28323
5 2801170
6. 2801170

1
i .134

134
24535
20879,

29111170 6

New Orleans

i 2404770 1
2. 240477.0 1
3 2404770 1
4 2404770 1
5 ' 2404770 1

2404770 6
Indianapolis

1. 3-1,02790 1
1.- 3102790 1
3 3102790 . 1
4 .3102790 1
5 3102790 1
6 3102790 1

3102790 6

Boston rl >

0.10381
0.10249

0.11743
P . 12335
0015266

a

11°P.

Number .

Macklack Studente'

0.59999
0.61168
0.59880
0.58382
0.58012
0.56489,

0.25952
0.26393
0.26790
0.28216
0.29377
0.30469

110699
109411
105548
110598
1065;48
102336

0 '.04174 0.78677 0.19037 100985
0.05547 P.71019 0.19141 103795
0.06883 C.64466 0.19361 '105347.
0.19b13 C.02576 11.19516 . 101298
0.18459 - 0.02536 0.18939- 107540
0.8029 C.03907 s'` 0.18762 113842

... .

0.11578 6.81768 0.63505 115557
0.12622 0.80431 0.64498 11335
0.12558 C.80855 0.65592 111218
0 .1150 0.82993 0.67796' 107975
0.10688 8,84456, 0.68761 105692
0.1D750 0.84515 0.69422 98850

18:::

0.19014
0.2725
0.23046
0 .26595
0.28948
0.33556

C.71679
C.69525

.66656
0.62820
P.61215
0'.56528

0. 6713'8 11071' 3
9.68607 11.0664
0.69535 10856
0.7'153C 107433
0.74639 103839
0.77189. 9828

e. .1

d6 72010
86 702'04
66 67772
86 63334
86 59079

4

86 53289

27 64500
27 62657
27 62014
-27 59390
27 57405
27 53593.

101

.9:10991 0,67372
4

O. 33689 108587
0.11792 0.66121 0.34505 10802
0.13029 0;,63615 0. 35810 106239
0.15.455 0.58968 0.37,664 ,102326
0.16753. 0.57348 0,39979 - 98176

0.25166 0.39203 0.41393 91714

0.10817 C.60022
0'.10651 0.62949
0.1073-7 0,63977'
0.1`0905 0.'65663
0.12024 0.63529.
0 .12483 0.63426

0.27056
0.28746.
0.2980.7.
0.31758
.0.32968
0.34131

94174
94687
96696
96610
96-239
93647



"h.

School,
District Metro:

Year Number Status

'1

3
4
5
6

200'0120
2000120
2000120
2000120
2000120
2000120

2000120 6
Avlanta

1 1503360
2. 1503360
3 1503360
4 1503360
5 1503360
6 1503360

. .

1_503360
Denver

1 i 4100060
2 41800458

3 4100060'
4' 4100360
5 4100060
6 ' 4100060

'4100060 6

Altiliquerqde

.

6

1 1434418
2 1434410
3 1434410
4 143441'd
5 1434410
6 1434410

r434410
san: Francisco

1 4302970
2 4302970
S 4302970
4 4302970
5 4302970

. 6 '43029718.

4302970 6 2C

Char lotte-Meckleriturg

1 40113'40
2 4011340
3 ;4011340
4 4011340
5 4011340
6 ' 4011340

I

4011"340

Newark

.1

1

1

1

1
1'

1

1
1
1
1

1
1

1
1-

-

.1

1

1

1

1
1

1
1
1

SHSA
Number
Whites Swb Rwb

13 42506 0.09254 0.85009
13 39318 0.11775 0.81630
13 32605, 0.20284 0.70588
13 27698 0.2.3456 0.67511
1.3 21683 0.28374 0.63181
13 15997 0.42029 0.48405

.1

51 63398 0.04361 0.69120
51 61912 0.07658 0.46883
5.1.. 60454 0.06958 0.39225
Si. 57177 0.10167 0.'35289
51 * 53420 0:1074, P.32588
51 /\ 49892 _0.12257 .31066

Prop. Number .
Black Students

0.61731 111277
0.64101 10966.4
0.68964-, 10 51 41'
0.72197 ).100172
0.77063 96N66
0.81459 88125

0,1.4122 96577
0.14417 44634
0.14139 97928
0.15712 94.140 ,.

0.17168 91616
0.17786._ 67020

44

5

5
47677 0.01355 1.43069 0.92380
48066 0.01506 p.42443 .0.02617

79615
62066

5 0945 0.01631 0.332611 '0.02444 83791
5 49357 0.01639 0.34962 0.02520 85446

s 5 49764 0.01664 0.27269 0.02563 866!"8
5 4/3225 0.01678 P.25349 0.02516 88497

177 '38671 0.17085 0.38019 '0.27565 ,43941
177 34250 0.16998 0.38992 0.27862 92795
177 33601 0.18285 0,35866 0.28511 91150
177 28343 0.27306 0.10174 0.30398 : 83584
177 26067 0.26119 0.08007 0.305,66 81970
177 23089 0.28368 C.06982 3p .30497 78010

37 58623 0.10054 C.65531 ,0 29167' 83111
' 37 59530 0.120§1,,,,AP458644"w6e2.91.13). -1345,18

-37 56819, 0:2063 0.05936 01,30 8250.)2
54926 0.308'34 0., 03130 0 /31830 81042

0.'53629 0.31273 0.03336 0.32352 7943
51$28 0.323!14 0,03167 0.33402 78599

R

136
136
136

13716. 0.27139 0.62557 '0.72462
11755 .0.27413 0.62175 0.72475
11198 0.26482 P, 63325 0.72207

15960
77137
78456

136
136 '

9820 0.27188 0.62240 0.72003.
9639 0.24331 0.66044 0.72244

79661
78 37 9

136 8626 0.24772 C. 8573 0.72332 ' 76.474

102



$

School
District

Year Number

4 1 4504375
2 4504375
3 4504375
4 4504375
5 4504375 ,
6 4504375

4504375

Cincinnati

1 5707710
2 5707710
3 5707710
4 5707710.
5 5707710
6 5707710

570770
Seattle

1 5338730
2 5338730
3 5338730
4 5338730
5 5338730
6 5338730

... 5338730
.

' San Antonio

...

1 4630240
2 443029
3 463024Q
4 4630240
5 46310240
6 4630240

.46'30240

Tulsa

1 48191.7V
-2 4819170
3 4819170
4 4819170
5 4819170
6 4819170

4819170

:Pittsburgh

' 1 4710050
2 4710050
3 4710050
4 4710050
5 4710Q50
6 4710050

4710050

Portland

v

6

6

6

6

Metro.
Status

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

14
.

1

1

1

1

1

1.

1

1

1

1

1

1

1
.

.

1

1
1

i

1

1

1

.

SNSA

40
40
40
40
-40

40

182
182
182
182
182
182
.

174
174
174
174
174
174

205
205 :

205
205
205
205

152
152
152
152
152
152

155
155
155
155
155
155

Number
Whites

49231
47648
46064
43837
40763
37039

77291
72535
66417
60072
58024
5308?

21310
18829
177 04
16014
14173
12837

66413
6509
64077
61390
56859
53312

'46.005
43962
44,679

41876
40484
39146

70156
:1-68583

66757
63233
58854
56394

103,

0.19304
0.19837
0.19909
0.19772
0.19864
0.20015

0.06418
0,06773
0.07471
0.08473

0.08925
0.10894
0.11531
0.12343
0.1322

'0.04732

.4.05243

Swb R

0.55045
0.54833 0.43918
0.55714 0.44957
0.56917 0.45893
'0.57972 0.47264
0.59138 0.48983

'At'

0.41733
0.41603
0.41145
0.37587

0.09166 0.36365
0,09337 0.38455

0.05002 0.65892
0.39393
0.2.9003
0.25489.
0.220,06 .

0.18323

. ,
. 1

0,02371 8 '0.42162
8.03228 0.75139

0.72783 ,0.13713
0.06214 *0.56054
0,07713 0.49857
0.08593 0,46843

.16110 0.58904

.16273 0,59248

.11051 0,59154-
,17400 0.57620
.19108 0.54257
.19898 0.53026

0.04990 0,38747
0.39139

0.05883 0.36143
0.06107 0,37546
0.07642 0,28425
0.08405 0.26341

Prop.
Mack

0.42940

0.11016
0,11597
0.12694
0.13576
0,14403
0.15171

.14665

.14726

.15343

.15476

.15826

.16195.

,

e"

0.12985

0.14140
0.15381
0.16166

.39201

.39921

.40276

.41058

.41772

.42358

0.08147
0.08614
0.09212
0.09778
0.10677
0.11410

1.

Number
Students

86807
85286
84199
81600
77878
73373

94002
8918)
83243
76844
75239
70273

79353
78289
77253
74955

'W23C5
70530

79990
79566
77822
75080
71190
67802

76268
73500
73461
71502
70080
68414

78413
77698
75857
72593
68437
66325

12042 0



S.

.School
'District

Year Number

1 2800 540
2 280 0 540
3 280 0540
4 280054b
5 280 0540
6 2800540

280054'0 6

E. BatonC Rouge

1 1002370
2 1002370
3 1002370
4 1002370
5 1002470,
6 100 2370

.1002370
Mobile.

1 1428050
2 1428050
3 1428050
4 1428050
5 1428050
6 1428050

1428050
Oakland

6

Metro.
Status DISA.

1
1

1
1
1

1.
1'
1
1
1,.
1

1 3516400 1
2' 3516 400 1
3 3516400 1

4 3516400 1
5 3516400 1
6 . 3516400 1

Number
'Whites

Sub Rub

Prop.
Black

Number
Students

.
. .

19 .39772 0..03357 0.90994 0.37271 '63725
19 40939 0.04178 0.88783 0.37242 65566
19 '39188 0.12378 0,67939 0.38607 64190

. 19 39866 D.12399 0.68232 0.39030 65906
19 40751 0.12847 '0.66959 0,38882 67342
19 40527 0.12996 0.66380 0..38656 .67011'

* .
.

124 44023 0.06542
124 42620' 0.139D7

-124 38677 0.19425
124 35540, 0.28963
124 .35943 0..27736
121 35222 0.27823

177
177
177
177
177
177

93 ,

93.

93
93
93
93,

3516400 6

Kansas ,City, Mo. 1

4205850 - r. 1 31-,
2 4205850 31
3 4205850 31.

.4 4205850 1 31
5 4205850 1 31
6' 405850 1 31

4214850 6

Buffalo

1 1422500
2 1422500
3 1422500
4. 142,2500
5 1422500
6 14'22.500

1422500. 6

bong Beach.

19835- 0.24193
i7774 -0.26441
1909. 0.2791.0
15417- "0.30942
13461. 0.31682
14409 0.32242

39510 0.13005
37312 0.11504
35128 0.11032
32838 0.10607
29836' 0.11171
-25155 - 0;11932

43942 0.14329
.42546. 0.15740
41021 0.1.6582
38939 0.17894
35275 0.18544
32527 0.18468

110, 61218
110 '59422
110 5767
110 54760
110 50892
110 47432

k

0.03988
0.04522'
0.05090
'0.05882
0.'06922
0.07420

0.84298
0.66902
0.56203

-0,47698
0.39253
0.39318

0.41664
0.42017
0.44467
0.46488
0.45659
0.45850

0.56174 0.55203
0.53732 - 0.571°47
0.50751 0.56670
0.49536 0.60523
0.49094 0.62236
0.48250 0.62302

0.72184
0.76345
0.78'0'13

0.79624
0.79-461
0.78634

0.60829
0.50261
0.56932
0.55009
Of.55090'
0.56533

. -

0.47596
0,45178
0.43887
0.41521
0.37765
0.37816

0.46753
0.48633
0.50175
0.52058
0.54389

' 0.55844

0.36582
0.37709
0.38502
0.39773,
0.41290
0.42487

0.07610
0,08249

, 0.09071
0.10059
Q.11122
0.11932

75464.
73504
69791

.

46593
66263
65184

64102
6167'9
670.67
61988
60651
60703

74202'
72638
70503
68495
,65414
62096

72110,-
71141-
70305
68217
64296'
60752

,71777
7047.2

,69250
67254
63838
62413-



11,

00

School
%District

Year Number

1 3774820
2 3774820
3' 3774820
4 3774820

3774820
3774820

3724820,, -' 6

Omalw
1

1' 1208760
2 1208760
3 12,08760

408760.
1208760

6 1208760

2* 1208760 , 6

Tuc4nn

1 5318300
2 -..5318300
3 5318300
4 5118300'
5 5318300

6 5318300

53183'00

El Paso `
.

C.

Hetro,
Status

1

1
1

1
1

1

,a
1
1
1

1

1 4504490
2 4504490
3.. 4504490 '

4 4504490
5 4504490

45044906

4504490-
'4Oledo

1 3321240
2 3321240
3 3321240
4, 33212'40
5 3321240
6 3321240

3321,240 '

. Minneapolis

!4622770 ,1

3 4622770 1
1

4 4622770 15 4622770
' 1

6. 4622770 '.'
rJ *

4622/74 5
Oklahoma. City

1

I 121
1.

1 123

,1 ,- 123
1 123
1 ' 123

Niusber
SHSA Whites

-
wb

S

Prop. Number
Itvb Black Students,

i ,0

62091
42481
63516
63931,
63125
60502'

.143 49956 0.0600e' 0.66759. !6.18074.
143 49582 0.06358 0.65598f 0.18481.-
143 50381 0.08402 0.65500 0.16556
143 50352 0.07177 0.61989 0.18881143 49384 0.08127 0.58019 6.0358
143 ,::46923 0.08593 6.56540 6:19771

.

"

204
204
204

'204
204
204,

36294 9.02505' 6.51422 0.05156 53667
37995 0.02567 0.50249 0.0.5160, 55964
2570,3 0.03147 ,0.45524 -0.05778 39618
27799 0.03301, 0.41564 0.05649 42949
2802 0.4.3093 0.43053 0003441 43323
27815, 0.03189 ,0.39522 0.05274 42854

57 6294 0.03294 0-6:00401 0.02905
57 25847 0.03945 -0.00851 0.03121
57. 25359 0.03846 - 0.00855 I 0.03017
57' 25205 0.04026- -0.01016 0.03042
57 24096 0.04114 -0.01159 0:02990

62105
62199
62545
62960
62434..',

57 23983 0.04354 -0.01253 ' 0;03141 .63937

t
f

43551, 0.09194 0. 65165 6u183
44279 0.10354 - 0.6170 62965
43504 040357 0.61'053 .61699

'201'
201
201.

201 ` -4080
201 42773
201 40669

2 4622770
142
442
142
142
142
142

6249 0

6011.2
58143
55497
51804
A8405

'0.26393
D.2-7067
0.26592

.

0.10227 '0.62679 0:27404
0.10974.: 0,597,40 0.27257
0.11337, 0:60216.=::0.28496

0.0535
0.05509
0-.05949
.0.06588
0.07165
0.08220 "'

50472 0:03378,
53470 '0.04969
50495.. 0.05466
49571 0.06715 -

42224 0,23429
37461 0.24636

105

122

0.28656
0.31961
0.3-2991
0.32291
0.32253
0.29725

0.84472
0.78145
0,76236
0:71550
0.09491
0.07815

61-746
61694

' 59911

0.07506 -70006
0-.0809e, 68279
048874 0855
0.09729 64877
0.10576 61546
.0.11698 58P31.

3

.,
0.21753 74727
b.22736- 72945
4.22999 79042
04-23602 69141
0.26328 60.275
0.26724 '54041

,

11

SY'
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I

+.

School

District
Year Number

Metro,
Status .SNSA

Number
Chits

ti

S, Rwb
Prop.
Black

Number
Students

c

1 J000390 -24 32278 .06382 8.87587 0.51413 66434
2 1000390 1' 24 31175 .08005 0.64839 0.52804 66054
3 '1006390 1 '24 28125' .19056 0.65119 0.54633 61994
4 1000390 1 24' 26031 .20284 4.64088 .56479 59907

. 5 1000390 1 24 23372 .20498 .65491 0.59398 57729
6 1000390 1 24 20781 :20842 0.66267 0.61785 54512

a,

1000490

Birmingham

f 2612090
2 2612990
3 ' 2612990
4 ,2412990
5 26120913
6 2412990

1

1

1

1

1.
1

216
214
216
216
216
216

58060
56218
'52868,
40861'
45942'
43914

...

0.05575 0.57221
0.07572 0.45286
0.09577 0.34723-
0.14995. 0.03201
0.15904 0.02791
0.16589 0.02871

.

0.13032
0.13840
0.14671
0.15491
6.16360,/
0.17079t

;

68391,
67025
63811
59.868
57254
55431

2612990 6

Wichita

1 5002310 1. "78 43853 0.03979 0.82011 0.22117 563 06
3 500231.0 1 78 44385 .0.21523 0.03693 "0.22348. 57222
4 5002310 f 78 44761 0.21798" 0.01903 0.22221. 57635
5 5002310 1 78 44164 0.21736 0.02412 0.22273 569306 5002310 1 78' 43835 0.21824 0.02242 0.223 ?,,4 56598,

5002310 5

Greenville

.
,

1 5308940
2 5308940

44' 1

1

16
16

33934
34354

0.02758 0.81655
0.03283 '0,77872

0.15037
0.14836

51760
52724

3 5308940
4 5308940

1
1

16
16

35400
35816

0.03720 0,75317
006941 0.52658

.0.15069
0.14662

54974
55565

.5- 5308940 1 16, 35214 0.07273 0.51398 0.14964 55861
6 5308940 1 16 36968 . 0.08802 0.40508 0.14795 5.8332

5308940

Austin

6 ;

1 1414550 l" 70 40701 102065 0,77109 .09022 58180
...IA 1414550 1 40599 .02303 0.73066 .08550 57029

.3 1414550 1 70 40132 .03231 0.63678 .08895 57450
4 1414550 1 70 38644 .03610 0'.61116 419284 ,$5913
5 1414550 1 37665 .03932 0.57909 .09342 '54990..
6 1414550 1 g 0722 . .04355 0.55416 .09768 54758

1414550 6

Fresno ,z

..-

.,.
1 4504348 *1 2 43341 .13121 0.49215 .25836 . 585892 4504348'

. 1 2 41637 .13570 0.48823 .26516 56838
. 3 4514348 1' 1 2 40.880 .13755 0,49643 .27315 564264 4504348

. 1 2 39943 .14097 0.49308 .27810 55570
'5 4504348 1 2 38306 .14589 0449206 .28722 53966
6 4504348 1 2 36101 .15197 0.48630 .29584 51521

4504308

Akron

6



S.

. ;

School ,

District- Hetto.

Year Number Status

1 2800300 1

2 2800300 1
3 2800300' 1
4 2800300 1
5 2800300 1
6 2800300 1

2800300

, Shreveport

6

1 4504384 1
2 4504384
3 4504384 1
4 4504384
5 4504384 1
6 4504384 1

4504384 6

Dayton

1414550

1 1414880 1

3 1414880 1
4 14148130 1

5 1414880 1

6 1414880 1

1414880 5

Garden ,rove, Calif.

1 2703600 1
2 2703600 1
3 2703600
4 2703600 V.5 2703600 1
6 2703600 1

2703600

Louisville

,1 ,14338411 1
2 1.433840 1
3 '1433840 1
4 * 1433840 1

1433840 1
6 1.433840 1

/4338401

Sacramento

6

')&

1 5602670 1
2 5602670
3 5 02670

1

1

5 5602670
4, 5602670 1

1
6 5602670 1

5602670 ,

Norfolk

6

-

SMSA

AL

Number
'bites

Prop.

Rub Black

183 33909' 0.01770 6,,95948 0.43697,
183 31989 0.07595 0.83186 0.45170
183 \ 27298 0.20813 0.57536 0.49012 '1

- 163 s' 26677 0.21949 0.55713 0.49561 '

183 26044 0.21692 0.56442 0.4980r
183 24099 0.25881 0.49742 '0.51496

49 36582 0.07198 0.81200 0,38285
49 .35191 .0.08494 0.78412 0.39343
49 33415 0.09809 0.75870 0,40653
49 31348 0.11112 0.73962 0.42675
49 28698 0.13739 0,69180 0.44580
49 '26111v 0.16362 0,64654 0.46291

9 47147 0.00145 0.07665' 0.00157
9 46050 0.00195 0.06427 0,00209
9 45024 . 0,06299 0.08454 0.00327
9 43994 0.00359 0.1.0346 0.00401
9 42677 0.00485 0.11247 0.00546

'111 29699 0.16306 0.64653 0.46131
111 28194 0.14715 0068885.' 0.47292
111 27458 0.14162 0.70655 0.48262
111 '25786 0.14045 0,71191 0.48753
111 24011 0.14688 0.71223 0.51041
111 22199 6.15184 0,70915 0.52705

. .

4-
.

167 34763 0.11915 0.14518 .13939
167 34763, 0.12573 0.13776 .14587
167 33496 0.13143 0.14343 .15343

, 167 31261 0.13770 0.15266 .16251
167. 30247 0.14371 0.14532 .16814
167 29006 0.15223 0.13972 .17696

138 31824 0.08520 0,79685 .41941138
1387

33689 .
29644

0.10665
0.23617

0,74631 0.42040
0..47421 0.44917'138 25830 0.46020 '003972 0'.47924

138 24024 0.47766 0.03556 .49527
.138 - 24-204' 6.48209 0,03624,' 0,50022

Number

Students

60483
58782
53866
53330
52336
50054

59527
58287
566-09

55041
52162°

.48960

52908
52684 .1.

51483
513E2
50346

55212
53586
53197
50440
49133
46545

.

52545
53327,
52216 '
49658 /

48774
47588

:651119429 :

5

:'Fi1;901

504C4

4

-.



.
School

District Hetro .
Year Number Status

.

1 3333840 1
2 3333840 i
3 3333840 1
4 3333840 15 3333840 1
6 3333840 ,1

3333840 6
St.'Pau1

.
1 4301500 1
2' 4301500 1
3 43015001. 1
4 4301500 1'
5 4301500 1,
6 4301500 1

4301500 6

Winston-Salem/Forsythe

1 5315270 . 1
2 -5315270 1

3 5315270 1
4 5315270 1, .,

5 5315270 1
6 5315270 1

5315270 6

Corpus Christi (

1 2403870 .
1

2 2403870 1
3 2403870 1
4 2403870 1
5 2403870 1
6 2403870 1

2403-870 6

Gary.

1 5603240 1,-.
2 5603240 1'

3 * 5603240 1

5603240 1
5 5603240

1,

6 5603240 1

5603240 6
Richmond

k 4224750 1

2 4224750 1`
.3 4224750 1
4 4224750 1

4224750
4224750

1

1...-_-,

4224750 , 6

Rochester

SHSA

.123
123 .

'123
123

v 123
123 ..

77
77
77 '-'

77
77

,77

46
46
46
46
46
46

,

t ,

73
-73

73
73

. 73
73

..

163
163
163
163
163
163

.. 165
165
165
165 '

165
165

.

'.

4

Number
Whites

45669
43432
44378
44130

.42476
40234

3505
36521
35690
33744
32464
:31467

220972
21808
20901
19530
18798
18015

14063
13246
12095
10710
9910
8640

13542
12487
17041
13781
12901
10799

32016
30352
28410
26076
24271
22956

,

0.05088
0.11568
0.28228

.- 0.28817
0.29677

,,,

.0.12095

.

S
wb

.04412

.04622 0.26364

.0451.2 ' 0.29059

.04500' 0.30714

.04549 0;32919

.05072 0:30235

0.04974 0.82036
0.81509
0.58274
0.04016
0,05040
0.04561

0.00990
0.01038
0e01492
0.01741
0.02262
8.03002

0.14108
0.14885 .0,77010
0.15044 ,0.77709
0.15844 0.77234
0.18623 0.73956

. =

11.

0.16593
0.19626
0.36771
0.41990
0.63377
0.66622

6.18035-,
0.19230
0.20322
0.24689
0.23660
0.24695

'

I
wb

0,23859 0.05795
-0.04277
0.06360
0.66495--
0.06781
0.0727

0.27690
0.27516
0.27723
.0,29409w
0.30346
0,31095

.81702

.60704

.73329
'.69279
.59045
.04926

0.803 60
0.77559

i075700 0,68285
.72144 0.70453

0\42680
0.10244 0,69066
0.09663
0.09084

0.37544
0.36243
0.38691
'0.30777
0.37617.
0.37954

,t,

Prop.
Zack

.

.0'

.

.05413'

.05378

.05595

.05667
.05524
,.05457

0.61585,
0.63224
0.64747
0.67487
0.69596
0,72273

.

OL64151

000156.
8,73279,

0.28876
0.31138
0.33147
0.35665
047926
0.40123°

Number
Students,

:50338
48432
,49732
,49621
48059
45954

49831
50462
495r4
'47938
46675
45801

46110
46025

,

46292
45900
45567
44815

,

48431
48436
46595
45332
44830
43312

43115
42719
47988
45031 ,

43825.
40960

47372
46843
45500
44152
43347,-
43304

108

r



Schont
.:

District
.

Year Number
Metro.
Status StiSA

.

timber
Whites . iwb Rub,

a,

.

,Prop.

black'

4

timber
Students

1 2403630 1 68 .35377 0.05661 0.59121 0.13848 415952 2403630'; . 1 68 36540 0.06421' 0.53437 0.13790 43016
3 240363Q 1 ' 68 35375 0.06476 0,56708 0.14959 43400
4 2403630 1 68 36377 0.09048 0.41667 '0.15518 438225 2403630 1 68 35448 . 0.09627 0.40193 0.16097 43245
6 2403630 1 68' 34201 0.10129 0.39172 0.14652 42012 ---2 ,

../2403630 6

Ft. Wayne

, 0

1 2508970 1 52 42425 :05134 .33842 0.05760 46532
2 2508970
3 2508970

1
1

52
52

41698
41177

.05625 '

.05855
.28694
.29168.

0.07889
0.08267'

,45788
45375, daw

4 .2508970 1 52 40102 .05720 .32155, A.08430 44340
5 2508970 .1 52 38796 .05850 .35381 0.09052 43226
6 2508970 1 52 37546 .06084 .33320 0.09124 42000

.2508970 ,. ' . 6 N

Des M' in e s

1 4. 2334510' 1 166 32183 0.07187 0.40045 0.11992 36975
.2 2334510 1 166 37650 0.06731 0.39529 0.11131 428263 2334510 :

'4
1 166 . 37342 0.07902 0.35714 o, -43116

2334510 1 166 36218 0.07788 0.39067 0:1= 42133
5 2334510 1 166 . 35131 0.08108 0.40494' 0.13625 41364 ,

6 2334510 1 166 34010, '0.09202 0:36587 0.14511 40618

2334510 6

Rockford,. Ill.

1 4007830
A 2 4007830

3 4007830
4 4007830
5 4007830
6 4007830

40071330.,

City

1
f402,640-,
1402640
1402640

'5 -1402440
6 1402440

1402640

Anahein

. 1 1434590
2 - 1434590
3 1434590
4 1434590'
5 - 1434590
6 1434590

1434590

San Jose

6

.

1
1
1

1

1

1

-1
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1
1

1

90
90
90
90

- 90
90

0 9

9
9
9

9

.

178
178
178,
170
178
178

*16457 0.22866
15890 0.22821
14991 0.22959
14915 0.22959
13912 ' 0.22463
12423 0.20995

.

0.00051
44:91r 0.00102
32944 0.00157
33112 0.00216.
33313, 0.00256

.1

24'041 0.00951
24780 0,00976
25730 0.00987
2693.4. 00110.59
26288 )p.01005
26201 '0.01 051

109

0.46998,
0'.4757,8-

0.482/7
0.48522
0.50569
0.54633

Cr

40:00000
-0.00001
-0,00000,
0,00221

,-0.00001
.

)t0.36927
0.40.063
0.37623
0.31554
0.27209.
4125278

'

0.00101

.

.4.3141

.44387

.44600

.45442

.46279

01.00051

0.00157
0.00217
0.00255

4-

f

i

0.01508'
0.01629
0.01582
0.01517
0.01381
0.01406

37083

, 37916
384'30

39256
'38616
37948

33563
36761
3704'9
.37340
'37594

35417
36041
-37176
36906

'37146
1660 '?

.

5

6

12Gt.
t.



School

District
'Yea'r Numbef.

Metro.

Status SMSA
Number
Whites

1 1002430 - 1 126 22402
21 1002430 1 .126 22207
3 10 02 43 0 126 20530
4 1002430

.1
1 126 20318

5 1002430 126 19P23
6 1002430 1 126 19217

1002430 6

Montgomery, Ala.

1 5346680 1 57 11755
2 5346680 1 57 11772
3 5346680 1 57 11887-
4 5346680 ' 1 57 120975 5346680 1 57
6 5346680 1 57

.12140
12213

r.

5346680

Ys leta (El Paso)

1 1503060
2 1503060 1
3 1503060
4 1503060 1
5- 1503060 1
6 1503060. 1

1503060 6

Olorado Springs

J

,

42 '25340
26651
27596
146

29653
2%171

42
42
42

.e

Swb
Rwb

Black
Number

Students

0.03816, 0.91062 0.42644 39093
0.12513 0.709'20 0.43028 38979
0.2474.2 0.45583 0.4546p 37651
0.25247 0.45078 0.45969 37604
0.2589.5 0.44131. 0.46350 36949
0.26099 0.44381 0,46924 ' 36293

0.01738 ,0.40052 0.02900. 30208,
0.02136 0422225 0,02746 31430,
0.02244 0.1:7445 0.02718 ' 33262
0.02785 0:00664 0.02803 35352
0.030-60' -0.0024'9 0.02817 36736
0.03088 -0.00472 0.02629 39179

0.03495 0,44.613 0.06309 30336
0.03692 0.40951 0:06253 31779
0.03921 0.36802 006204 33025

- 0.04314 0.29181 0.16091 14426
0.04357 0.30049 0.4220 35853
0.04362. '0,2'8272 0.06081 34996

.

11.

f

ti
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Largest Central City
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School Districts

(ranked by 1972 enrbliment)
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Year

School

District
Number

4

He tr o Number
Status SMSA tes Smb.

1 4220580 1
2 4220580 1
3 4220580 1
4 4220560 1
5 4220580 - 1
6 4220580 1

4220560 6

New York City
4 1,

1 1422710 1
2 1422710 1
3 1422710 1
4 1422710 1
5 1422710 1

6_ 1422710 , 1

1422710 6

Los Angeles

1 2309930 1

2 2309930 1 .

3 23'09930 1
4 2309930 .1,

1

5 2309930 1
6 2309930 1

2309930
Chicago

. 6

135 - 202859 0.14662
135 201202 0.15491
135 191832 -- 0.15919
.135 179723 0.16121
135 170216 0.15641
135 155062 0.15725-

110 188646 0:02677
110 179841 0.02698
110 7842', 0.02997
110 , 8152 ' 0.03366
110 79$1 0.03855
110 i32322

,
0.03668

`

39 144791 0.04736
f 39 138561 0.04900
' 39 133292 0.04933.
39 125651 0,04961
39, 114924 0,04817
39 104640 0.04777

" 'Rub

0.53374
0.52740
0.53081
0.53406
0.55437
0,56440

0.69035
0.88347
0.0626.0

, 0.67021
0.85068
0.85759

'0:90903
0.90728
0.90830
0.40869
0.91277
0.91423

1 4818990 1, 149 51:117 0.19287 0.68k0
.

2 481.8990 1).,- 149 4 56427 0.1.8642 0.69969
3 4818990 1 149 55-255' 0,16616 0.72939
4 4010990 1 ..1,41.9._ '52799" 0,14440_ 0,7.5303_
5 4818990 1 149 54345 0.14684 0.75613

'6 4918990 1, -.149 49128 0,13203 '0.78031

4 .81c-P 6

Philadelphia .

1 3212000
2 3212000
3 3212000
4 3212000
5 3212000
6' 3212000

3212000 6

Detroit
A

1 5323640
2 5323640
3 5323640
4 5323640
5 5323640
6 5323640

1 53 69381 0,17931 0,69414
1.- 53 64028 0,19012 0.68821
1 53 57699 0,17662 0.71722
1 53 55232 0.18810 0.70359
1 93 50059 0,21751 0.67006
1 53 42966 0.24353 0.64612

a

a .

1 83 74920 0.038t3 0,88959
1 '83' 68179 0,03961 0.88617
1- 83 65716 0,06110 4'.835574
1 83 57177 0.06662 0,82201
t 83, 50120 . 0.07453 0,81203
1 63 43851 '0.08908 0.78434

53236,40 6

0 Houston'
t

1 3000090 1 18 42182 0;13229 0.79624
2 3000090 , 1 18 41026 0.13179 0.79712
3 3000090 1 18 '3015 0.11629 0,81666
'4 3000890 1 18 28328 0,13262 0.80368
5 .30001190 1 18 .26126 0.14027 0.79488

r
6.- 31.'1'049 1 16 ,24672 0,13655 0.79689

30000'90 6
Baltimore

4

, i 112 .

1-29:

Prop.. Number
Black Students

r
0.31874 502055
0,33624 537356
0.33928 537420
0.34600 51831-4
0;35100 -501634
0.36101 483666

0,24414 373146'
0.24870 366399
0.25529 356726
0,26085 °, -346770
0.25817 334738 es'

' 0.25753 323999

0.52057 '387549
0.52840 385729
0.53792 388851
0,54329 379792
0.5522'7 365575
0.55696 350836

-.

0.61091 158453
0,62076. 1612V6
0,61404 156421

. 0,60491 '147_445,
,t60214,
.60098 ,

148755
139326

i

0.58624 174773.,
0,60975 172472
0,62460 161761'
0,6300 , 159744
0..65924 156118
0.68819 147511

..

0.35166 150031
0.34793 137572
0.37159 142556
0.37432 . 125411
0.39649 119471

.0,41307 114097

1

. .

0.64924 126258
0.64956

1;793179g0.645n
0,67553 87306
0.68384 82635
0.67232 75604



a

School
DiatFict

Year Number
Metro..
Status

Number
SM.% Whites.

1 5316230
2 5316230
3 5316230
4 5316230
5 5316230
6 , 5316230

1

1

1

1

1
1

47
47
47

-47
47
47 A .

5316230 =-

Dallas

4504378 1 41
2 4504378 1 -41
3 4504378 1 41
4 4504378 1 41
5 450437,8' 1 41.
6 4504378 1 '41

4504378 6

Cleveland

1 5202940. 1 118
2 5202940 1 118
S 5202940 1 118
4 5202940' 1 118
5 5202940 1 118
6 5202940 1 116

5202940 6

Memphis ,

1 `5909600 1 122
2 5909600 1 122
3 5909600 1 122
4 5909600 1 -122
5 5909600 1 422
6 5909600 1 1-2-2

".590'9600 6

Milwiukee

1 1434320 1 176
2 1434320 1 176
3 r434320 1 176
4 1434320 1 176
5 1434320 176,
6 1434320 1 176

1434320 6

San Diego

1 4504380 1 '45
2 4504380 1 45
3 4504380 1 45
4 4504380 1 45
5 4504380 1 45
6 4504380 1 45

4504380 6

Columbus

' 1 000870 1 ' 198
2 1900870 1 198
3 1900870 1 198
4 1900870 1 198
5 1900870
6 1900870

1

1
196
198

190 0870
Tampa

6

54512 .
52994
50693
42982
39037
35282,

4

36218
34220
33495
32132
30509
29152

34868
34724
40545
35280
30297
/2510

Prop.
Swb RWb Mack

.02450

.02136

.02025

.03059

.04741

.06318

'0.92556
0.93350
0%93937

.0190490''
0.85454
0.81989

/.

0.07944 9.85815
0.08378 0.85355
0.07510 0.86775
0.06851 0.87879
0.06082 0.89339

40.05512 0.90207'

0.04112
0.05689
0.07866
0,09753
0.12694
0.48229

0.92151!
0.89581
0.84618
0.82198
0.78696
0.32885

Number
Students

0.32919 - 94105
0.32123 90157
0.33393 89300
.31833 75518

0.32592 71386
p.35078 695211

0.56003 85742
0.57207 83880
0.56792 81420
0.56527 70264
0.57048 753j0
0.56278 71488

0.52389 734-52
0.54603 76736
0.51139 83306
0.54786 78376
0,59587 75303
0.71859 44800

51854 0.04924 ,0.823711 0.2.7933 75982
51252 0.04909 0.82439 0.27953 '757P9 4,-

49427 0.05001 0,80809 40.26059 71222 .
46842 0.05931 0.79611 , 0.29098 71224

.41884 0.06832 0.78686 0.32012 66588
384 '7-3- .0.0 75167- b, M1/9 0-33471 63249

53756 0.03537 40.7066'0 0.12139 71052
53337 0.04137 0.67682, 0.12802 71716
51587 0.04488 0.65629 0.13057 69901
51365 0.04736 0.63942 '0.13135 6.9470
.48537 0.04852 0'. 61916 0.12739 65844
46262 0.05485 0.60706 0.1340 64276

44qk

. ,

49078 0,07844' 0.69402 0.25635 6 6287
49057 0.08067 0.69432 0'. 26391 &o965
'47238 0.08526 0.66501 0.25451 63.687 a

45066 -. 0.09378 0.65342 0.27060 6 2133
42869 0.10746 0.6253 6 0.28688 .60485
39991 0.11387 0.6172 0.29750 5.7274

38834 0.03459, 0,83691 0.21208 53564
39781 0.03942 p.81180 0.20947 55102
39734 0.04635 0,. 76256 0.19522 53441 -

10312 0.24510 0.03128 0.25302 14750
11936 0121929 0.05076' 0.23102 1 6925
10963 0.23618 0,06416 0.25238 '16095

K
.
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School
District

Year Number
Metro.
Status

,

SMSA

Number

Whites

p.

S
wb

Rub
4...Kw.

*. --

Prop.
Black

Number
Students

1 3529280 170 267 27 0.12087 0.81394 0,64964 76994
2 3529280 1 170 25651 0.13065 0,80241 < 0.66124 76415
3 3529280 1 170 23815 0.12331 0,81655 0,67214 73372
4 3529280 1 170 20880 0410988 0,83930 0.68371 66676_
5 3529280 1 170 19735 0.09990 0.55399 0.68418 64156
6 3529280,, 1 170 18148 0.09919 0,85544 0.68614 58628

'3g2080 6
St. Louis

1- '2001170 1 134, 18797 0.16798 0,75866 0.69602 6;1869

2 2801170 1 134 17740 0.18861 0.73326 0,70710 64230
3 2801170 1 134 15863 0.22159 0,69088 '0.7/685 .60604
.4 2801170 1 134 '12568 '0.24497 0.67445 0,75248 56251

.5 2801170 1 .3,34 12416 0,25947 0,65570 0.75362 54724
6' 2801170 1 134 6557 0135895 0.56819 0.83128 42634

2801170 6

New Orleans

1 2404770 86 51683 0.07561 0,77169 0,34010 78319
2 2404770 1 86 50289 0.08050 0..77021 0.35050' 77798
3 2404770 1 86 48418 0,08375 0,76719 0,35974 76067
4 2404770 1 86 44121 0,09969 0,72910 0.36798' 70302

2404770. 1 86 9746 0.10440 0,73069 0,38764 65391
6 2404770 1 86 35759 0,20915 0.49182 0.41!156 61313

2404 770 6 - ,

Indianapolis
.

1 3102790 1 27 31465 0.09925 0.63764 0.27391 46917
2 3102790 1 27 -31006 0.09965 0.66423 0.29679
3 3102790 1 27 -'29764 0.09032 0.70276 0.30367

io48229

47623
4! 3102790 1 27 27339 '1.08629 0.73154. 0.32142 45632
5'2102790 1 27 23420 0,09150 0.73112 0.34031 -.A1042
6 3102790 1 27 21776 0.09.804 0,70550. 0.33290 38970

31027 90 6
Boston

1 2000120 1 - 13 27244 0,07403 0.66152 0.62482- 72730
2 2000120 1 13 25275 0.09611 0,85197 0.64927 72155

3 2000120 1 13 21167 0.17972 ' 0,74051 0.69259 689.6

4 2003120 1. 1/ 1,7586 0.21150 0,70244 .0.71078 61231

5 2000120. 1 13 13440 0,25835 0,65813. 0,75570 . 56071

6 molgo 1 13 6641 0,43538 0.48031 0,83777 41614

2000120. 6,
Atlanta

1. 1502360. 1 51 33468 0,03872 0,74669 0.15264 54313
2 1503160
3 1503360 1,1s.

1

51 32656
30984

0,06647
0,07364

0,56276
0.53565

0.15202
0.15859

54256
51889

4 150340 1 '0 51 28769 0.0'8099. 0,50914 0,16500 50262
5 1503360 1 51 26766 0.10391 0,40462 0.17453' 47979
6 1503360 .1 51 24460 0,10656 .4.40346 0.17863 44652

1503360
Deilver

1 4100060
2 4100060
3 4100000
4

6

1

1

5
5

5
5

23312
23165
233'35
21931

.0.01500
0,01724
0,02003
0.02023

0,43771
0,38750
0,28023
0,30195

)

0.02667 40752*
0.02614- 41537
0.02.782 41874
0.02898 39747

5

6

4100060
4100060

4100060

5

5

21674

.20232.

0.02112

0,02190

0,25_813
ti

0.24924

0.02647

0.02918

4100060 6
Albuqueinlue

1.14

13t1.
_a

a

. 39478

37907



.

School
District Hetro.

Year Number 'Status SHSA
Number
White! Swb Rwb

Prop.
Black

Number
Students

1 1434410 1 177 18486 .14351 0.50452 0.28963d 44671,
2 1434410 1 177 16496 .14387' 0.48923, 0.2816'8 43880
3 1434410 1 177 15427 .16148 0'.45472 0.29615 .40473
4 1434410 1 177 ' 5.832 .32291, 4,00078, 0.32239 17879
5 1434410 1 177 5060 .32956 0,00829 0.32396 17.002
6 1434410. 1 177- 4673 .32403 - 0,00593 0.32000 16847

1434410 6
San Francisco

1 4302970 . 1 3-7 31470 0.08631 0.70874 \0,29631 44249
2 4382970 1 37 31120 0.09569 0.68032 0`.29932, 44698
3 4302970 1 37 19388 0.29749 0.09095 0%32725 29,060
4 4302970 1 37, 18919 0.32528 0.02939 0.33513 28702
5 4302970 1. 37 18512', 0.32748 0%02903 33758 28239

, 6 4302970 1 37 16800- -.0.34363 0.43356
si

0.35557 26400
.

4302970 6
. Charlotte- Mecklenburg

1 4011340 1 136 8793 P.23502 0.'66699 0.70576 48-810
2 4011340 1 136 , 7408 0.22555 0,67183 0.68728 46492
3 4011340 1 136 7274'. 0.20666 0.69120 0.66924 44446
4 401134g. 1 136 6164 0.20662 0.69681 .0,68148 45410
5 4 4011340' 1 136 6239 0.1:9018 0.71732 0.67280 43160

4011340 1 136 .5662 0.19160 _ 0,71465 .41989771.46

40/1340' 6
Newark

1 4504375 1 40 28527 0'.14307 0;6 674 .42931 50269
2 4504375 1 40 27511 0.14807 0,6 29 .43333 48760
3 4504375 1 40 25918 04.5062 0.65 40 44223 46777
4. 4504375 1 40 .23970 0.14393 0.67 98 .44011 43123
5' 45043 75 1 40 21036 045212 0.6 50 46880 39951
6 45.04375, 1 40 19769 0,15048 '0. 286 .447449 38005

.

4504375/
Cincinnati

6

1 5707710 1 162 40931 0.06922 0.44758 .12530 50854
2 5707710 1 182 '37939 0.07421 0,43632 .13166 -, 47805
3 5707710 .1 182 0.07269 0.45326 .13295 41196
4 5707710 1 182 '24824'24824 '0,08768 0. 078 .14159 32375
5 570'7710 1 1P2 11335 0....0-7r0.0-751- 0 ti4 08 .13318 147994
6 5707710 1 182 23329 -0.10183 0.- 3194 .15289 31166

5707710 6

Seat tle

1 5338730 1 174 10327 .03028 0.80548 .15550 43563
2 5338730 1. 174 7796 .06566 0747431 :12490 39657
3 5338730 1 174 7204 .07078 0.43906 .12618 38699
4 5438730 1 174 6500 .07273 0.42537 .12656 36756
5 5338730 1 174 5282 .07949, (1.38279 .12879 34910
6 5338730 1 174 4953 . .0/9751._ 0;38469' .12960 34189

5338730 .6
Sin Antonio .
1 '4630240. 1 205 36670 0.0154 0.87071 0:1051 44282
2 4630240 1 205 36770 0.02277 0.83705 0419j4 44511
3 4630240 1 205 35213 0.02785 0, 79634 -117g011 42507
4 4630240 1 205 32146 0.04459 0.71357 0.15566 ': 39862
5 4630240 ".1 205 29224 0.05345 0.64224 0.149zt . 36314
6 4630240 1 .205 25867 0.05734 0,62626 015343 32445

4630240
Mama

115

132



School
District

Year Number

1 4819170
2 4819170
3 4819170
4 4819170
5 4819170
6 4819178

Metro.
Status

1.

1

1

1

,)1

' SNSA

152
152
152
-152

' 152
152

-

Nuiber

whites

24968
24064
24150
21546
17482
17772

.15688

.15376

.14612

.14288
,17012 1

.16196

4819170
Pittsburgh -

1 4710050 155. .443765 0.04231
2 4710059 1 1557 -143665 0.04686

'3 4710050 1 155 541018 0.64348
4 4710050 1 155 38069 '0.04941
5 4710050 1 s34601. 0.05672
6 '4710050 1

.1155

t A55 32651 0.07328

4710 050 6
Portland

1 2800540 19 23829 8.03463*
2 Z800540 19 24409 0.04189
3 2800540 19 22609 0.10941
4 2800540
5. 2800540

19
19

21159
21203

0.10273
40.4029e

6 2800540 19 20392 aat771

2800540* c,
E. Batsop'Rgnge

1 1002370
2 1002370
3 1002370
4 1002370
5 1002370
6 1002370

6

124
124
1241
124
124

23941
21245

- 17127
13919
14376
14416

0.06762
0.15080,
0.18138
0.24502
0.23465 ,

0.23324

10023/0 6
Mobile el

1 1428050 1 177 11262 .20887
2 1428050 1 177 10325 .23571
3 1428050 1 177 9682- .26236
4 1428050 1 177' 8839 .27899
5 , 1428050 .1 177 7713 .30383'
6 1426050 1 177 6897 .32475

1428056 6
Oakland,

1 3516400 1 93, 22868 0.13193
2 3516400 93 21759 P.12367
3 3516400 93 20101 0:12044

.4 3516400 93 18399 0.12124
5 3516400 93 16258 0.12748
6 3516400' 1, 93 13066 0.14469

3516400

Kansas City NO
le-

A 4205850 31: - 27131 0.11365
2 4205850 31 25526 0.12903
3 4205850 31 25052 0.13160
4 4205850 31 422883 0.13689
5 4205850 31 . h665 0.14536
6' 4205850' 3,1 19779 0.14297

4205850
Buffalo

116

.. 133

Rwb

0,.63053
0.64207
0.65476
0.66529
0.62278
0.63462

0.47235
0.-46113
0.45882
0.4685/
0.3010
0,28967

.71711

.74244

.74045

.73264

Prop. Numbbr
Bladlci Students

.42461 43819

.42958 42418.

.42326 42114
,42689 37886
:45097 32142
.44326 32218

0.08019
0.08695
0.08034
0.09296
0.09641
0.10317

0.35886
0.36116
0.38676
0.39885
M...39678

0.40287

48 647-

49361
45965
43491
39766'
37987

37377
38459
37106
35482
35544
34517

,
0.83302 0,40497 40735
0.62947 0.40698 35825
0.53868 0.39317 28283
0.38636 0.39929 23231
0.39764 0.38956 23601

_0..39094 0.38295 23442

p

0;62624 0:55885
0.59003 0.57494
0.55866 .0.59446
0.54091 8.607691
0.51525 0.62677
0.49176 0.63896

0.73497
0.75900
0.77127
6.77488
4).77238
0.74839

0.6437
0.63079
0.63340
0.64463
-0.63539
0.62862

-

q

36110
35647
35802 ,

34641
32988
30963

45536
.51317 44695
.52657 42458
.53855, 39872.
.56005 36954
.57504 33570

.36006 44634

.34948. 41445

.35953 41813.
A38521 9802
.39867 246
:38498 4893

/



School
District

Year Number

1 1422500
2 1422500

., 3 1422500
4 1422500
5 1422500
6 1422500

1422500
Long Beach

i 3774820.
2 3774820
3 3774820
4 3774820
5 3774820
6 3774820

Ph 3774820
Omaha

1 1208760
2 1208760s,
3 1208760
4 1208760
5 120.8760
6 1208760

1208760,
T.ucson

1' 53i8300
53183002. 1.8300

3 5318300
4 5318300

6

.

6

6-

Hetro.
Status

1
J 1

I 1
11
1

y

1
.1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1

1

r
1

'

-

-

`

'

- J

SHSA

lid
110
110
110
110
110

143
143
143
143
143
143

204
204
204
204
204

,204

57
57
57
57

- - 5 7 - - -
57

- - -

Number
Whites

31927
30882
30015
28470
26487
24460

,

28673
28970
28690
27020
27124
25698

18639
18912
18800
2061.7
20968
20655

17507
17536
16792
16406
15170-
14876

S
wb

0.04315
0. 04946
0.05618
0-. 06221
0.07097
0.07203

0.04981
0.05570
0.05576
0.Q6627
0.01319
0.07086

0:02895
0.02781
0 . 03164
0.03208
0.02950
0.03078

,
0.03816
0.04298
0.04284
0.04354

--0...0.4.4.90,_
0.04619

Rwb

0,54818
0;51710
.0.49443
0.46589

'0.44221
0.45974

0.73190
0.70633

1.71176
0,67690
0.64730
0,.61 853

0.5 -3474
0.51444
0,45517

. 0.43 786
0.46218
0.42090

-0.00526
....MO 897,
- 0.00990'
-0%01 140 ,

___?..0.41.1.3,13

- 0,01289

prop.
stack

0.09551
0.10221
0.11112
0.11648,
0.12723
0.1.3333

0.18580
0.18968
0,19344
0.20510
0.20752
0.18575

r

0.06222
0.05728
0.05808
0. 05706
0. 05,486
0. 05316

0.03307
0.03432
0,03327
0.03251
umai_9
0.03374

.

Number

Students

38846
38204
37230
36059
34222
33338

36135
36899
36673
35115
353%16
32667

19187
28929
29390
32193

, 32394
32076

4400211526'

39946
,39984.

30 9? 0
3.9036

.

''--
-5- .531-630o

6' 5318300
, t
1

5318300
Elf Paso

ti

6

'. 4504490 1. 201 27894 .08484 0.71170 0-.29429 40933
2 4504490 1 . 201 27960 .10173 , 0.65514 0.29499- 41161
3 4504490
4 -4504490

1
1

201
201

26946
26821

.10379

.09677
0.64435
0.67143

0,29181 ,

0.29451
39669
39791

5 4504490- 1 201 25505 - .09869 10.66198 0.29196 37909

i 6 45044909 * 1 201 24053' .101196 0.66474 0.30113 36433

4504490 6

Toledo

0-
.

1 3321240 1 123 33774 .05733 0.33168 0.08579 38526
2 3321240 1 123. 32648 ..05746 0.3697'6 0.09060 37871
3 3321240 1 123 30646 " :04383 0.38 055 0.10304 36209
4 3321240 ". 1 1.23 25750 . 06485 0.40559 0.10909 30900

5 3321240 1 .123 23188 .06896 0.40658 0.11621 28147
6* 3321248 1 123 20792 .59118 0.,36069 0,11134 25535

3321240
Minneapolis t

0 %
1 4622778 1.- 142 33087 .01827 0.92105 0.23137 43047
2 4622770 1 142 28784, .02681' 0-.887.69 0.23871 40296
3 4622770 .1 142 26021 .03623 t 0.84939 0;24056 37911
4 4622770 1 142 26260 . 04866 0.79'570 0.23820 36965
5 4622770 1 142 10485 .25914 0.03 109 0.'26745 14855
6 1622770 1 142 9027 .27096 0.03618 0,28113 13140

4622770 6
Oklahoma City

117 ,

134



_

School
District

Year Number

1 1000390
2 1000390
3 1000390
4 1000390

110,0390
6 1000390

1000390 6
-110mingho;m

V-2612990
2 .2812990
3,, 2612990
4 . 26129'90
5 26129.90
6 2612990

2612990
Wichita

5

, 5002310
5002310

O 3 5002310'
4 5602310
5 5002310'
6 5002310

s'

5002310 6
Greenville.,

11, 5368940
2 . 5308940.
3 5308940
4 5308940
5 5308940
6 '5308940'

5308940 6
Austin

1,

1 144550
2 -1414550
3 1414550
4 1414550
5 1414550
6 1414550

1414550,
Frestio

1 4504348
2!. 4504340
36 4504348
4 4504348
5 4504348
6 4504348.

Ak 40434E1
Akron

1 28.90300
2 2660300
3 2800300
4 280.0300
5 2800300

,6 280030

2AD6300. . 6
Shreveport

6

! '

Hetro.
Status

1
1
1
1

1
1
1

.1
1
1

SHSA

24
24
24'

'24
24
24

Number
Whites, S

22283
21218
19037
17301
15451'
13536

.

.05140

.07055

.16684

.17445

.17604

.17665

210 32294 0.03620
.2164 30406 0.04168'
216 28129 0,64907
216 24,865 0.16604 .
216 22992, 0.17/,tif

+ 216 22012 (r.17451) ,

,
1 7.8
1' 76
1 78.-1

1 ' 78
1 78
1 78

24110 0.03727'
22799 06224

Prop.
'flackRvb

.

0.90211 0.52530
0.86953'. 0.14077
0 , 70028 0.55666

, 69298 . 0'.56822
4.70603 0,59882
0.71705 .0.62432

0.7487-0 0.14405
0.71047 0.15088
0,57074 0.16089
0.03692 0.17241
0.01951" 0.17532
0.02308 0.17862

0,84018 0.24275-
0,76472 0.26455

Number'
Students

.46941
46203 ,
4240
40134
38651. .

'36156

31682
36778

31,8
2922227
,28274A, .

31839
3100 0

7,27 2 0 ;21273 . 0591.351.22127 1409
13812 0.2183'4 .0.01T42 0.22243 -17776
13990 0.21199 0,02162 0.21668 17879
12661 3.20314. 0.02576 0.20.851 16023

1 16 16359
1 - -16 18024
1 16 18066,
1 16-- 18266
1 16 , 11679
1, *, , 16- 5089

1 ,
1

1
1

1

1
1

-1
1

,

70 22229
7,0 2-2057-t
70 2150-8
70 . 0578
70 1.9944
70 19213

2 23797,
2 23492
2 22634'
2 21513,

' 2 20272
2 ' 18721,

183 X185.31
183 ,16961
1-83 1416?
183, ;1476
183 55
183 43

A
118

,

135

,

, . , _..,

,

0.02388... 0;-84305 945213 21654'
0.02758 0.77390 0.12196 27951
0,02974 0,7677-5 0.12806 2865a
0.04030 0,73064 0.14959 .29821
4,04584 ; 0,475879 049005, 21642
0.1432`4 0.14769:-0:16806'

so

6361

0,0,1485 JO .845/9 6.09593 33106
041885 0.78915 .0.08975 -321643
0..03031. .1.67324 0.09277 31939
0.03196 0.669'86 - 0.09681 30720

.0,03386 0.65082 0.09697 30245
0..03744, 6.63362 ,0.10219 29974

0.10391'- 0.59236.- 0,23491 32046
0.11504. 04,16933*:. 0.26713 32157
0,11653 0,57603 -0.27484 , 31327 -
L 11927 0. 573 62 0.27972 ' 29994
0425-14-0 .5656,ZI 0:25800 28597
0,13525 0.54768 0.29901 26865
. ' , .

0 . 0157_6 0.96676 0.47404 35385
0.09765 0.80012 0.48854 33465
0,16942 0.66685 0.50855 '29006
0.1'2664 Q. 76014 0,52930 3157
0,91551 0.95386 001763 169 9
096087 .,0,00000 0.96087 1099

*



*

Year

School
District Metro. ,

, Huniber - Status
'1

Number
Whites Sub Rwt.

"Prop.
Black

'Number
Students

/

1 -,44504384----------1-7- 49 ., 25 485 0.06612 0 .81677 0.36083 .40)49'
2 4504384' . 1 49 24182 0.07473 0.79595 . ,0.36625 - 38329
3 4504384 1 49 23137 - 008369 0 . 76765 0.36017- 36334
4 4504384 1 49 15951 .0;06 017' 0.17'676 0.29605 22783
5 4504384 1 49- , . 13641 0011502 0,77200 ' p.34220 . 2085C
6 450,384 l' 49 /3832* 0.10 054, 0.70992 .0.34660 2132'4

4.

4504384 6'
Dayton

s
..v1

1.'"-"14-108 0
3 141.4880
4 1414880'
5' 1414880
6 1414880

1414880 5
Garden Grove

1 2'703600
2 27 0360 0
3 ... 270360 0
4 270360 0'
5 2036006 27036.00

2-703600 '6
Louisville

1. 143384 0
2
4 1 433840
5 1433840
6 1433840

1433 840 -
Sacramento

A.

,
4

1
1
1
1.
1

I 1.

o

9 25737 0.00274 O. 08121 0.00189
9 25425 0;00235 0.06481 ..0.00251,;
9 ..Ag3133, 0.003411 0 .08744 .. 0.00342
9 22543 0.00435 0,10900 0.004118
9 20527 , ,0-. 00 552 .. 0.13542 0.00638p .

. - .

1
a ! 111,
1 ilf-
a ' 111
a 111

,1 5602670
2 5 602670
3 5 602670
4 5602670
5 5602670
6 5602670 ,

5602670' 6
Norfolk

. 3333840 '
2 3333840
3 3333840
4 3333840 .
5 3333840
6 3333840

3333840 6

St. Paul

1 4301500.;,.......
2 4301500

' 3 4301500
4 4301500
5 4301500
6- , 4301500

4301500
Wins t on-Sa lem/Forsithe

1
1 167

167
1 167
1 167

1
, 1

1

1
1

(4

1
f"
1
1
1
1

138
138
138
136
138
138

123
12.3
123
123
123
123

1, --- -77
1 77
1 77
1 77
1 79
1 77

16732 0.14128'.01171417
15739 0.12438 0.75286
14962 0.11068 '0 . 77115
13787 0:10723 K 0.77905
12751 6.10794 0:78846
11840 0.13794 0 77205

0.49428
0.50328
0.48363
0.48529
0:51025'
'0.52739

19051- 0.12185' 0.19563 0:15149
17168 -.0.12802 - 0.22186, 0.161152
16393 0.13174 0.21111 0,16708
15383 0.13590: 0.21343 0 .17278

,

11173
18127'

` 11812
5252
48 70
7413

23231
23083
232 79,
;1,9672
18358
16901

19181
.. 19227

16275
6725
64/%7
6121

r
7.

0:06417
0.07746
0.15356
0.45269
0.49453
0.4'8566.

0.04503
0.04597
0.0 4550
0.04756
0.0 4799
0.0 496'4

J.
0 .,05`473 0.44174 31555
0.82322 0.43815 33153
0.68697 0.49055 239.18
0.06165 0.48243 . ,105"32
0.05060 0.52089A' 104517
0 . osses 0.51603 015910

29087,
"29433
27211.
26860
24760 A

;10 .

33151.
31746 ,

29049
26854
26091
24589

29151
27303'

t 2639'2
2504'4

,
c .-

0.29385 06377 26045
0.30 757 0;04639 25962
0.33238 0.06815 , 26426.
0.37112 0.07563 ' 22609 ,

39831 '0.07977 . 21262'
0.41544 0.08492' 19806 ,

-.0703521; -1740014---0.30098
0.03777. 0.66,835 0.28704
0.09431 0.666.52 0.28281
0.30343 0 .02296 0 .,31056
0.30493 0.1)3280 0.3152 7
0.31985 0.04,846 0.33614

119

1.3.6
t..

4**

27490
2701Q .
W,7

9776
'9465 , "
9261'

11.1

e
V t

V



Ye,

-a

School
District Metro. Number r, '- , prop. , 'Number:

.s..
Year Number Status SMSA White* S R

wh
' Black , Students

\
wb

I,
1, 5315270 1 46 . 10895 0,00477 ..1.91865 0.05858 24581
2 5315270 1 46 10594 0.00527 0.90795. 0.05728 24391 \

'3 5315270 1 46 10050 0.01242 '0.78399 0.05752 . 24357
. . .

',:.

5315270 ,' 3'

Corpus Christi

Y

1 2403870 1 73. 71864 .09021 0.86198 04.65358 26546
2 2403870 1 73' 6799 .11836 0.82143 0.66283 26681
'3 2403870 -1 '' 73 6049 .12283 0.81775 0.67397 25599
4 ',2403870 1 73 4850 .10453 0.847.61 0.68590 20274.
5 '2403870 1 73 4200 .08999 0.86919 0.68797 ' 11819
6 2403870 - 1

.
73 . 5430 .14,019 0.78170 a 0.64219 19351

, ..--

2403870 6 r

'Gary

1 5603240, 1 ,163 7786 0.16597 0.76340 0.70147 26389
2 56032A06 1 163 6712 0.18266 . 0.75043 0%73189, 25296
3 560'3240 1' 163 5559 0.20672 0.59299 0.50790' 11390

'5. 5603240
406 56032'

.

1
1

163
163 1797 0.67549. 0.10226 0.75243

2271 0.60051 0.13435 _0.69372

. 44

5
f

7529
739

4 5603240. 1 163 2.401 0..62958 0.10736 0.70530

603240 '. 6

'Richmond

. 1

1 4224750 . . 1 16$ 17529 0.16842 -,6237775 -0.27066 25283
2 4224750 1 165 . 17168, 0417921 0.,38098 0.28951 ' 25726r
3 4224750 r 1 145 14577 0.18.041 0.41624 1.30905 22605
4 4224750- 1 '165 - 4608, 0.20883 0.48809 0.40795- 8180
5 4224750 I 165 1651 0.20603 0.6'3674 0.56718 4168

4224750 . 5

Rochester '4
.,, . . .

t

-..
,7''

.

,, .

'1 2403630 1 k 68 20175 0.05122 0..66814 Q.15435 24217
2 2403630 .

1 68 20566 0.05965 0,61423 0.15464 24768
3 2403630 1 Jr 68 0433 0.05684 '0.64774. 0.1605 24810
4 2403630 1. 68 19199 0.03420 ,'Q.52797 0.07245 21076
5 2403630 1

.

68' 18778 0.03703 0.53279 0,07926 20779
6 2403630 1 68 17894 0.03848 0.5146'8 0.07930 .19824

2403630
'.Ft. Wayne

4

1 2508970 1 52 24589 0.04741 0.42604 0.08261 27128
2 25089/6 1 52 23883 0415534 0.3/016 0.08387 76386 °..

3 2508970 1 52 23268 0.65115 0.3255 .

7 0:07583 25450-
4 2508970

al
52 22311 0.04852 . 0.38168 0.1206. 24524

5_ 2508970 1 52 15621 0.06074 0.42.038---0:10480 17758
6 2508070 1 52. 14923 0405201 0.39782 0.08636 16662

250'8470, 6

Des Moines
r

1 2334 510
2 2334510
1 2334518

I , 4 2334510'

'' 5 2334510
6 2334510

2334510 6

ja 'Aocktprd ILL

1 166 16375
1 166 21719 Z
1 166 17314
1 166 18784
1 166' .17783
1 166 .17076

. -, .. .

.05813 0.40562 0.09779 1834.5

.04433 0.37602 0,07104 23665

.05637 0.29250 -0.07967 , 18991

.05720 0.31832 0%08391 20737
45949 p.37386 0.0950,0 19936.
.06993 0.31222 0.10168' " 19395

120

.1 3"



.

School
Dist ;ict

Year Number
Metro.
Status

Number
SMSA Whites

wh

Prop.

R
yb

61Fict.

Number
Students

r

1 4007830 1 90 10231 .0.22238 .0.51776 o46115 25443

2 4007830 1 90 10041 0.21953, 0.50984 .44788 25748

3 4007830 1 90 9464 0.20649 41.53889 : .44781 2560
4 4007830 1 90 9.461 0.20100 0.54993 , .44661 26043

5 4807830 1 ,90 9009 0.19392. 0.57932 .46097 26418

6 4007830 ' 1 90, 8101 0.17867 0.61540 .46457 26067

, 4007830
, Jersey City

1402640. 0

AnaheLm

7:4 1

1
p

1434500 1 178 13702 0.00965 D.37547 .01545 20447
2 1434590 1 178 14017 0.00992 0.40317 .04663 20630
3 1434590 1 128 14624 0,01020 0.36373 .01618 21451
4 143459'0 1 178 '14656 -0.01096 0.27952' .01522 2115gk -
5 1434590 1 178 .14684 0.01000 0.29076 .01410 21059
6 1434590 1 14347 0.01075 0.26483 .01462 20448

1434590 6 p
San Jose

1 1002430 -1 126 14608 0.03470 0.92423 0.45796 26950
2 1002430 1 126 14364 0.13707 0.70063 0.45786' 26495

3 1002430 1 126 11642 0.24029 0,.50632 0.48673 22682
4' 1002430 1 126 11311 b,25446 0.46778 0.49677 22477

'5 1002430 1 126' 0666 0.24832 0.49607 0.49286 . 19060

6 1002438 1 126 10173 0.26019 0.50267 0.52317 21383

1002430 6

Montgomery ALA

1 5346680 1 57 8058 :01666 0.44233 .09088 22425
2 '5346680 1 57 7458 .01938 0.19436' .02406 22115

3 5346680 1 57 7533. .02189 0.131318 .0244T, 23257
4 5346680 1 57 7069 .02628 -0.00037 .02592 22918

53466e0 1 57 6822 .02576 -0.017111 .02468 23342

6', 544680 1 57 6737 .02532 10.00261 .02277 2$89.1

5346680 6.

,Yslets
.

.

.
.

4 1503060\ 42 14183 0;03481, 0.53231 0.07271 17507
/ 1503060 1 42 14276 0.03569 0.50345 0.07187 17518
3' 1503060 1 42 14470 0.03649 ' 0.48355 0.07065 17805
4 1503060 1 42 15334 %,.! 0.03062 0.40266 '.0.06465 18762
5 1'.103660 . 1 42 15758 0.03782, 0.40793 0.06388 19?38
6 T.1503860 1 42 15303 0.03725 0.39148 046121 18543

1503060 646,

Colorado tprings

'121
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School,
District

Year ,Number

1 422'0580
2, 4220580
3 4220580
4 4220580.
5 4220580
6 4220580

4220580
New York City

1 1422710
2 .-1422710
3 1422710
4 1422710
5 1422710
6 1422710

142271 0
Los, Angeles

2
2309930
2309930

3 2309930
4 2309930
5 2309930
6 2309930

6

6

Hetro.
Status

1
1,

1
1
1
1

1

k

1
1

1
1
1
1
1
1

23 0993 0
Chicago

1 4818990
2 4818990
3 4818990

.4 . 4818990
5 4818990
6 4818990

6

1
1
1
1 ,

1
1

4818990 6

- Philadelphia

1 3212000
2, 3212000 1
3 3212000 1,
4 3212000 1
5 3212000 1
6 3212000 1

3212000 6

Detroit

1 5'323640 1
2 5323640 1
3. 5323640 1.

4 5323640 1
5, '5323640' 1
6 5323640 1

5323640 6

Howiton

1 3000 090 1
2 3000090 1
3 3000090 1 ,1
4. 3000090 1
5 3000090
6 3000090

1
1

3000090 6
Baltimore-

SHSA
Number
Whites

lab

Prop. -.
P. Black

Number
Students

135, 151483 .18338 0.26842 .25066 268280.
135 141909 .20975 0,268)5 :28684 274770
135 138009 .21655 0,28183 .30153 285000
135 , 135621 .21743 0,29793 .30970 298385

-135 128564 .22584 0.32119 .33270 297421
, 135

,
118180 .22701 0,34648 ". .34736 287791,

13.0
110

77712
82268

.03237

.03404
0,82265 0.18252
0,83099 0,20140

1319.1
1 60-6

110 77751 .03670 0.81965 0;20348 136 35
110 75611 .04580 0.78930 0,21779 137658
1-1 0 73672 .05578 0,75550 0.22814 1.38341
110 69355 .06391 0,73031 0.23699 137031

39 q. 59507 .12582 0,73274 0.47077 I285;.9
39 _56691' .12545 0,74550 0,49293 i30463
39 53930 .12204' 005853 0.50540. 1.10262
39 51068 , .11949 0,77156 0.52307 131338
39 48026 .11285 0.79091 0.53973 131920
39 46338 .10552 '0.81001 0,55540 133507

1,49 29243 .23637 .53275 .505884- 6060)
28214 .23974 .54866 .53117 62135.14'9

149 28315 .21447 .59219 .52589 61931
149 26007 ;20699 .61601 .53906 59090
149 27258 .21607 .62175 .57124
149 .27127 .21684 .62082 .57180

.66587
67445

53 28323 0.24045 .53826 0,52074 60754
53 26554- 0,23731 .57401 0155707 6,1806
53 2292,0_ 0.24447 .59707 0,60674 60240
53 22299 0.25688 5913152'** 0.63244 63129
570 198n: 0:27960 .57955 0;66500 62217
.53 17342 0.30630 .55156 0.68304 .58070

83 27334 .03081 0,90163 0,31319' 46045
83 - 27;869 .04080 0,87212 0,31909 47667
83 2476'0 .09676' 0,69556 '0.3174,4 42858
83 23516 .10329 0,67939 .0.32216 41821
83 2606 .12095 0,65696 0.35257 425,64
83

1
20609 .1'2975 0,65962 0,38140 41405

-18, 14269 .25927 0,57539 0.61062 ,36645
lEC 13487 .27083' %0,55674 0,61099 34670
18' 13108 .28031 0.55021 0.623,20 34788
18 12965 .29653 ,-0,55047 0.659B3 38091
18 12239 .28769 0,57499 0.67601 37881
18 11526 .30630 0,56453 0,70338 39019

124
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S ckoo 1
.

District -Metro .4 Number , Prop., Number
Year Number ." Status MA Whites ' Sub Rub

.-
, slack Students

1 5316230
'2 5316230
3 5316230-
'4 5316230
5 5316230 .
6 5316230

5316230 6

Dallas

1' 4504378 '
2 4504378'
3 4504378
4 4504378
5 4504378
6 4504378

4504378 6

Cleveland

1 5202940
2 5202940
-3 5202940
4 5202940

'5 5202940
6 5202940

.5202940

Memphis

5909600
`.2 5909600
Z 5909600
4 5909600
5 5909600
6 5909600

5909600
Milwaukee

1 1434320
2 1434320
3 1.434320
4 1434320
5 1434'320
6 1434320

6

1434320 6

San.Diego

1 4504380 '

2 450A380 i

3 4504380
4 4504380
5 4504380
6 4504380.

4504380 6

Columbus

1 1900870
, 2 1900870

3 1900870
4 1900870
5 1900870

' 6 1100870

1900870
'raise

a

1.1

, .

\

1 47 22362 '0.02605/ 0,90608 0;27740 33472
1 47 22744 0.02536/ 0.90765 0.27466 34581
1

1

47
47

23081 0.02751
0.13459

0,90941
0,54061

0.30367, 34$20\
0.29298' 35013

1 47
.22481'
21097 0'115835 0,51187 0.32439-3522 0

1 47 19797 0.17900 0,48994 0.35093 34830

.

1 41 17270 * 0.09,447 0,80491 0,48423 34535
1' 41 16115 0.08701 0..82616 0.50054 33578
1 41 14370- 0.09217 0.83822 0.56970 34962
1 41 13709- 0.09084 0.83513 0.55094 32114
1 41 13597 0.09875 0.83375 0.59397 35135
1 41 12709 0.10629 0,82013 0.59095 32737

1 118 23108 0.02179 0.95044 0,43957 41322
1 118 24690 0.03535 0,92423 0.46650 46420
1 118 26350 0.06267 0.86170 0.45317 48362
1 118 25936 0.08113 0.82727 0.46969 49077
1 118 23029 0.110)18 0.76716 0.47322 43891
1 118 13935 0.36309 0.37515 0.58109 33425

.

'

1 122 24986 .05977 0.69202, 0.19407 31917
1 122 26661 .06910 0,6524 0.19880 34290
1 . 122 25071 .07758 0,63183 0.21072 32973
1 122 24684 .07554 0.67286. 0.23090 33556
1 122 23688 .08026 0.67087 0.24385 32840
1 122 22698 .09182 0,64321 0.25736 32208

-
1r -.

1 176,- 20198 .04284 0.53083 0.09130 25432
1 176 20264 .04516 0,51399 0.09293 25353'
1 176 21046 .05411 0,45520 0.09932 26451
1 176 21020 .05805 0,40946 0.09831 26305.
1 176 20525 .06757 0.42749 0.11803 26722 '

1 176 . 19708 .06802 0,43011 0.11937 2584 5

. s

1 45', 15221 '0.16730 0.35456' .25920 2061w
1 45 14851 0..16283 0.38177 .26338 20279

45 15052 0.17281 0.37932 f .27619 0931
1 45 15755 0.16860 0,42355 .29248 22453
1 45 15628 0.17147 0.44604 .30953 22780
1 45 15012 0,17712 0,44548 .31941 22169

198 17817 .03994 0.73882 .1529G 23080
198 17262 .06029 0.58469 .14517 22263.
198 18170 .07855 0,46970 .14813, 23425
i98 .17270 .15855 0.01034 .16020 22303
198 18655 .16314 0,00851 .16454 24547
198 levo .16380 0,01884 .16694 24865
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School
District

Year Number
Metro.
Status SHSA

Number
Whites

tip
. Rwb

Prop.
Black

Nusber
Students

/-

1 3529280
2 3529280

1

1

170
170

10417
10005

0.13955
0.14938

,0.75050
0.74220

0.55932
57943

'23818
24041

3 3529280 170 9786 0715071 0.75044 0.60393 25013
4 3529280 -170 9502 0.14144 0.77330 0.62392 25641
5 3529280
6 3529,280

1'

1
170
170

9237-
8763

0.14226
0,13277

.0.78501
0,80149

_0.66170
0.66883

27653
26829

3529280
-St, Louis

28q1170 1 134 8334 '0,19234 0,66780 0.57900 20653
-2 2801.170 1 134 7863 0.21446 0.62485 0.57167 19191
3, 2801,170 1 134 7876 0:23865 0.61629 "0,6214 21634
4 2801170 1 134 7162 1.26233 0.59059 0.64075 20810
5 '2801170 1 134 6864 0.28430 0.58128' 0.67898 22419
6 2801170 1 134 -6216 0.29387 0.58338 .0.70538 22245

280,1170 .;

New Orleans
.

1 2404770 1 86 18807 .19710 0.38808 0.32210 27743
2' 2404770 1 86 18408 .21394 0.36455 0.33668 27887
3 2404 770 1 86 17,00 .24534 0.28011 0.34081 26525

.4 2404770
5 2404 770

1
1

86 ,

86 .

16863
15900

.28980

.31653
0.21671
0,18944

0.36999
0.39041

26947
26321.

6 2404770 1 86 -.14650 .34309 0.18050 0.41866 25412,

2404770' 6

Indianapolis

1 -3102790 1 27 15738 .12487 0.34589 20303
2 3102790 1 27,.."N 15252 .12429 0,37195

0.19691
0.19791 -19969'

3 3102790 1 27 14685 .1361i 0.41682 0.23339 20309
4 3102 790 1 27 14069 .13.421 0,49153 0.26394 20402
5 3102790 1 -27 13977 .13432 0.51638 0.27774 2091-9

-3102790 1 27 13346 .12471 0.56260 0.28512 20574

3102790 *6:
3

Boston

1 2000120 13 15004 0 . 12349 0.78406 0.57188 35084
2000120 13 13857 0.15453. 0.74325 0.60189 34852

3 2000120 1 13 11690 0.23690 .063931 0.65681 34092
4 , 2000120 1 . 13 9946 . 0.27229 0.60986 0.69793 33026
5 2000120 1 13 7810 0.32939 0.56356 0,75473 32168
6 2000120 1 13 5163 -0.43635 0.46688 0.81848 28906

2000120 6

Atlanta

1 1503360 1 51 17942 0.04379 .58045 0.10438 23586
2 1503360 .1 51 16969 0.06005 ,45431 0,11005 22617
3 150'3360 - 1 51 , 17224 ks. 0.08393 .28914 0.11806 24436, -'

4 1503 360 1 51 15446 0.09945, .20985 0,12586 21842
. 5 1 5033 60 .1 51 14161 0.09699 .36875 0.15364- 2 0847.

6 1503360 1 51 13441 0.10283 .33578 0,15481,
e

1994 0

15 03360 6

Denver

1 4100060 1 5 11326 0.01244 0.36357 0.01955 18156
4100060 1 5 11797 0.01330 0.34062 . 0.02016 18747

3' 4100060 1 5 12578 0.01260 0.41,342 0.02149 20339
4 4100060 1 5 13430 0.01331 0.41832 0.02289 21473

5 4100060 1 5 '14123 0.01644 0.27042 0.02253 22769
6 4100060 1 5 13851 0.01668 0,28007 ,0.02317 2 2963

4100060

Albuquerque



-..

1- '
.----

School'
IS District Metro.

Year Number -."' Status

1 1434410 1
2 1434410 1

,3 1434410 1
4 1434410 1
5 1434410 1
6 1434410 1

.1434410 6
San Francisco

3. 430297e 1
2 4302,974 1
3' 4302970 1
4. 4302970 1
5 4302970 1
6 4302970 1

sSMSA

177 '
177
177
177
177
177

37
37
37
37
37
37

Nuiaber

Whites

sses

9648
8434
8161
7461
69-02

5986

12276
12804
12704
12795,
12626
12 247

0,19811

0019043861

0.23250
0,24195

.0.2381e

0,112,20
0.14908
0,2592111
0,27228
0.28246
0,79227

Rub

:13822

190::75.

.12862

.10223 .

.11373

0.57219
0,38086
0102014
0.02220
0,02325
0.01424

Prop.
Black

.0.22988
0.24130

'0,26682,
.0.26950
0.26875

.26225

.25855

.26453

.27847

.28919

.29650

Number
Students

20989

2089121529
20205
19640

,19215

16690
17312,
17340'
17801
17843
17491

..

4302970 7 6

Oharlotte- Mecklenburg

1 4011340
e 2 4011340

1

1

- 136
146'

40'01 '

3481."
0.3X357

.
O.:52936

0.31347 0.53807
0.66625
0.67861

13427
.43588

. . 3 4011340. 1 1,36 3040 0.33786 0.51502' 0.69664 1416$
4 4011340 1 136 2848 0,35393 0.49707 0..70374 15760
5 4011340 1 136 2673- 0,3165'9 0,55856 -0.71717 15377
6 4011340 . 1 136 ' 2385 ;0.3340 0.53663 0.7270/ 15004

401.1340 6

Newark

1 4504375 1 40 - 11241 0,29579 .24655 . 0.39363 16470-
2 4504375 1 40 ' 10771 A.29784 .28237 0.41504 18473
'3 4504375 i 40 9447 0,28426 .34848 0.43631 14'848
4 4504375 '1' 40 8131- 0.25187 .41740 0.43232 14420
5 4504375 1 40 9076 0.29013 . '.37609 0.46501 17062
6 4504375 . 1 40 8934 0.28475 .40011 0.47467 17231

4504375
Cincinnati

1 5707710

.

1- 182 20237 0.05253. 0.37453 0.08398 23780
ti

2 -5707710 1 ' 182 18250 0,0568.6 0,38486 0,09244- 21733
3 5707710' 1 182 0485 0.0t002 0.46490 0.11216 20293
4 5707110 1 . 182 , 17122 0.07251 0,36912 0.11493 -21013

4 6 570771'0 1 182 14920 0.08145 0440471 ,"0.13728 19216

5707710 -. 5'

Seattle
c.

1 5338730 1 174 5847 0.09208 0,24108 b.1,2134 18626
-2- 5338730 1 174 . 5742. 0,14990 - 0,00709 0.14383 1793'1

''3 5338730 1 174 0 5507 0,18314 -0.03440 0,15404

1:792:67.

4 5338730 1 . iv'. 4943 0.1951$ .4.04303 0.15900

11765353:

v 5 5338730.-.
8 5338730

1

1
174
174

4818
4083

0,19380 * -4.0341
0.21460 -0.04692

0.16619
, 0,14013

5338730 - 6

San Antonio ,
.

1 4,630240634240 1 205 /3924 0.13833 ,0,61409' 0.09932 4( 16140
2 .' 4630240 1 205 '14172 0.03990" 0,62608 0,-10669 16505
3 4630240, 1 205 13866 0,04495 0,61290 . 4.11611 16596
4 4630240 1 v 205 13991 0.05892 . 0,52218 .- 0,12330 16715
5 4630240 1 205' 13258 0.06600 0,51570 0.13628'

, 16121
6 4630240 1 205 12462 0,1p027 0,29943 0,14312 15288

4630240 6

-Tulsa

"4



, School
District ,

Year Number
Metro.
Status

,
SMSA

i

Number
Whites

. .

1- ii
S
wb
.

.., Prop.
Rwb slack

Number
Students

1 4819170 1 152 16006 40.15703 0.52964 0.33384 24173
2 4819170 1 152 15746 0.16674 0.49880 0.33269 _23659
3 4819170 1 152 15344 0.17939 ' 0.4804 - 0.34823 23614
4 4819170 152 14902 0.19436 0.46130 0.36079 23429
5 4819170

.al,

1 152 15045 0.20655. 0.43288 0,36421- 23797
6 4819170 1 '152'. 15277 0.20671 0.41988 0.35633 23846

4819170 6

Pittsburgh

1 4710050
2 4710050

1

1 4

155
155 .

22653
22496

0.05942
0..06171

0.15016 0.06992
0:14363 0.0720

25000.
24992,4

3 4710050 -1 155 21748 ,0.07039 0.,3712 0.08158 24419
4 4710050 1 155 20097 0.07460 0:14649 0.08740' 22735
5 4710050 1 155 19298 0.07923 0,15048 -0.09326 22046

c
6 4710050 1 155 18116 0.08644 0.15747 0.10260, 20926

4710050 6 ,o

Portland

1 2800540
, 1, tS 11676 0.2201 0.93625 .34526 17888

2 2800540 - 1 19 12696 0.02933 0.91226 .33126 19117
3 2800540 1 19 11828 0.14404 .59898 .35918 18517
4 2800540 1 19 11872 0.14911 0.58846 .36234 ' 18698-
5 2800540 1 - 19 11701 0.14671 0.59633 .36349 18534
6 2800540 1 19 11046 0.14895 -0.60438 ,37651' 17949

280054 0 *4 6

E. Baton Rouge
-

,-,

1 1002370 1 124 17387 0.03736 0.90292 .38484, 28264
2 1'002370

.1 ,

'1

124 16235 0.12237 0.68726 .39129 26671
3, 10G2370 124' 14977 0.19467 0.45425 .35801 23357
,4 1002370 1 124 14073 0.27393 0.33280 .41057 23935
5 1002370 4 124 14826 0;25906 0.34453 .39523, 24558
6 1002370

,

1 .124 1,4430 0.26998 0.35356 .41625 2474,0

a .

1002370 6

Mobile I
.7... e

1 1'428050. 1 177 , 4045 0.29042 0.44498 0.52326 12573
2 1428050 1 177 3521 0.30942 0.43621 0.54881 '11975
3 1428050 1 177 3357 '0.31176 0.44686 0.756362 12008
4- .1428050 1 177 3328 0.38029 ,0.4051,7 0.55527 12457
5 1428050 1 177 2455 0.34200 0.42914 0.5991.0 12008 ,
6 1428050 1 177 2498 0.341568 0.48721 0.61423 11556

'./

1 4280 50 6 r.
Oakland ..- .

1 3516400 1 93 16603 0.15297 0.64240 0.42776 18529
2 /3516400 1 93 9861 0.14407 0.68766 0.46127 18304

'' 3 3516400 1 93' 9160 0.13481 0.72372 0.48795 17889
4 3516400 1 93 8860 0.11994 0.77172 0.52539 18668
5' 3516400 1 93 8325 0.12745 0.76600 0.54468 18284
6 3516400 1. 93 7361 0.11401 0.79770'. 0:56358 18567

3516400 6

Kona-aa City MO

1 4205850 1 31 , 13397 .17422 0,37639, 0.27936 ' 18943
2 .4205850 1 31, "13016 .18621 0.36833 0:29479 18956
3 4205850 1 ' 31 12826 .20324, 0.33935 0.30764 19019
4 4205850, '1 31 12319 .23440 0.28410 0,32742' 18878
5 4205850 1 31 11278 , .24528 0.28522 0.34316' 18015
6- 4205850 1. 31 11043 .24303 0.3200'0 0.35739 18025

4205650 .

. Buffalo it

128
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School
District

Year Number

1 1422500
2 1422500
3 1422500
4 1422500
5 1422500
6 ,1422500

1422500
Long Beach

1 3774820
2 3774820
3 3774820
4 3774820
5 3774820
6 3774820

3774820.4'....

Omaha

1 1208760
2 1208760

1208760

Tucson.

1 5318300
2 5318300

' 3 5318300
4 5318300
5 ,5318300
6 5318300

"r

5318300
El Paso

1 4504490
2'. 4504490
3 4504490
4 450.4490

- 5 4504490
6 4504490

4504490
Toledo

1 3321240
2 1321240
3 3321240
4 3321240
5 3421240:
6 3321240

3321240
Minneapolis

1 4622770
2 4622770
3 4622770
4 4622770
5 4622770
6 4622770

Metro.
Status

",,

SMS.6

Number

Ilhites S
wb

Rwb
Prop.

Black
Number

Students

1 110 1533'4 0.03158 ,24606 0.041,138 ,16952

1. 110 15088 0.03429 .27277 0.04716 16816 .

1 110 ,14305 0.03698 .29233 0.05226 16227
1 110 13835 -0.04438 435083 0.06836 16178
1 110 12916 0.05623 ,26728 0.0.7674 1532C
1 110 12365 '0.06504 .23104 0.08458 15087

6

v
....._.,

. 1 - 143 '11772 0.09018 .34059 0.13677 13907
1 143 10414 0.09585 .40000 0.15975 12707

1 143 14722 0.09375 .42640 0.16344 13106
1' 143 11042 0.09916 .40926 0.16785 13631

1 143 11017 0.10570 .39951 0.176,02 13777

1 143 10616 0.11474, .36730 0.18143 14388

6

,
.

1 204 11623 0.02187 0.45033 0.03978 16288

1 204 12402 0.02155 0.46064' 0403996. 17242

2

1 57 8221 0.02177 0.03964 .02266 18796

1 57 7803 0.02769 -0.00428 .02351 18462

1 7762 0.02361 .41.00284 .02083 18432
4 1

.57;

57 7924 0.02751 -0.00438 .02323 18899

1 57 7769 Q.03102 -0.00672 .62416 19172
1 57 . 7949' 0,03538 -0,00939 .02623 20051

6

-1,

1 201 13363 0.10297 0.51871 0.21395 17457

1 201 12173' 0.11261 0,53216 0,24070 16531

1 201 0.11120 0,49664 0.22092. 18491
1 201

..13925
14197 0.12081 0.50601 0.24456 9496

1 20,, 14300 0.12836 0.45555 0.23576 ' 19431

1 201 14214 0.12459 0,47804, 0.24827 19640

6

1 r23 17254 0,04607 0.11375 0.05199 18562
1 123 15435 0.04932 0.14344 0.05758 16794
1 123 15190 0.05e1qp 0,13404 0.46742. 16716 ,

1 123 14910 0.06105 0,14731 0,.07160 16537
1 , 123 - 14'133 0,07249 0.154,49 0.08573 16062

'( 1 123 ' ' 13421 J 0,08189 0.16042 0.69754 15542

6

1 112 13980, 0.05509 0.69494, 0.19041 17268
1 142 13329 0.09860 0.55531 0.22172 17748
`1 142 12123 0.07920 0.63493, 0.21694

,
16198

1 142. 11809 0.99019 0,61.899 0.23673 16196'

1 142 42578 0.2044 0.17699 0.26177 1760
. 1 ,. 142 11819 0.23727 0.09947 0.26348 16616 ,

4622770 6
Oklahoma City ./

129

145



1

choot
istrict

Year Number

1000390
2 1000390
3 100039Q

1000390
1000390

6 100039p

Metro,
Status

1
1
1
1
1'
1

PISA

24
24
24
24
24
24,

Number
Whites

10011
9999
9088
8638 '
7847 '
7150

wb

.09217

.10112

.24025

.25887

. -26091

.26740

Prop.
Rwb black

0.80661 0.47660
0,79441 0.49184
0,54066 0.52304
0,52614 0.54631
0.54842- 0 57 78
0,55470 49

Number
Students

19127
19677
19054
19068
18630
17907

1000390 6
Birmingham 4,

.
..:---.?" ,... .

.1 2612990 1 216 12175 0.08802 0,12272 0,10033 ... 138242 -2612990 1 . 216 12518 0110365 0.04919 0.i0901 14393
3 2612990 1 216 12062 0.11650 0,01783 0.11862 14962

( 4 2612990 1 .3.216 11811 0,11613 0,00443 0,11664 13760
5 2612990 1 216 11258 0.12686 0.00105 0.12699 13324- 6' 2612990 1 218. 10792 0.14651 0,00308 0.14697 13071

2612990 6
Wichita

1 5002310 78 12908 0.04290 0,83097 0.25379' 17298
2 5002310 1 78 11917 0.04908 -0.76231 0.20649- 15018
3 5002310 1 78 12647 0,18924 0.03367 0.19583 15743
4 5002310 1 78 13906 0.20044, '0.015.84 0.20367 17504
5 5002310 1 78 13620 ; 0.19683 0.01311 0.19945 17062
6 5002310 1 78 13294 0.20262 0,01495 0.20570 16816

5002310 6
Greenville

1- 5308940 1. 16 9.623 0.04354 0,65721 042701 13282
2. 5308940 1 16 9861 0.04150 0,69510 0.13611 13812
3 A 5308940 1 16 )... 10371 0.04759 0,66720 0.-14301 14684
4 53089'40 1 16 ° 10842 0.09618 0.23744 0.12612 15025
5 5308940 1 16 10700 0.09854 0.20785 . 0.12440 5185
6 5308940 1 , 16 . 11975 0.10849 0.14984 0.12762 1

5308940' . 6

Austin

:
1 . , 1414550 1 70 9316 0.02347 .74316 '0.49138 12465
2 1414550 1 70 9162 0.02687 .65716 0.07836 11932
3 1414550 , 1 70 9251 0.03620 .56773 0.08373 12241
4 1414550 1 70 8873 0.04135 .50400 0.08337 11983
5 1414550 1 -70 8637 0.04449 .48132 0.08578 11809
6 ,1414550 1 -78 8300 0.04750 .46774 0.08924 11464

.

,1414550 6
'Fresno

1 4504348 1 9481 . .14783 .33720 0..22303 12218
'2 4504348 1 2 9033 .14504 .37763, 0.23304 11805
'3 4504348 1 2 13984 .15410 .35929 0.24052 11862
4 ':4504348 1 , / 9194 .15613 .38608 0 25432 12260
5 4504348 1 2 9519 .16158 .38181,- 0.26137 12924
6 4504346 1 2 9145 .16148 .38864 0.26414 12467,

4504348: -

Akron'

1 2800300' 1 183 .8494 .01818 ,0,96831 -0.57359 20049
2 2800300 1 183 8418. '.04902 '0.91283 0.56237 19391
3 2800300 1 183 7985 .26472 0.44780 .0.47947 15444
4 2800300 . 1 183 8114 .28870' 0,37853 0.46454 15342
5 2800300k 1 183 8226 .29567 0.37949. 0.47649 15866;

.: 6 2800300. -1 183 8009 .33374 0,28060 "-0.46392 15065

2800300 . 6
.-

Shreveport
130
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School .

Distriot Retro.

Year.. Number Status

o

SHSA
Number
Whitey

Swb

2

r
Prop.

Rwb Black
Number
Students

1 4504384 1 49 10788 0.07097, .79241 .34192 16457
2 4504384 - 1 '49 10554 . 0,09415 .72630 .34397 16164 .

3 4504384 , 1 49 10071 . 0,12160 .66000 .36739 '14024

4 4504384 I 49
)..

10039 0.14374 .62337 .38165 16363
5 4504384 1 z 49 . 9500 0.17328 .56839 .40147 - 16051 .

V
'6 4504384 1 49 . 598 0,23049 .46124 .42781 15112

4504384 6

Dayton

a

1 1414880 .1 4 12707 0,00128 .06230 0,00136 13950

3 1414880 1 9 13455 0.00110 .05952 0.00126 15049

4 1414880
5 1414880

1
1

9

9

12913 0.0033
12935 '0,00303'

.08067 0.00253

.08793 000332
14617
14739

-6 1414880 1 ,4?' 12777 % 0.00400 8245 14667

1414880 5
Garden Greve

4

'2703600 I 111 6766 0.19428 .51660 0.40189 11319

2 2703600 1 111 4795 0,16451 .58698 0,39832 11310

3 2703600 1 111 6464 0.1'8681 .57773 0.44239 - 11612
4 2703600 1 111 6334 048175 .61940 0.47754 12133

5 2703600 1 111 5792 0.19318 .61901 0.50706 11754
6 2703600 -1 . 111 5552 .0.21514 .59969 0.53743 . 12024

2703600 6

Louisville
. a

1 1433840 1 . 167 7466Y. 0t10698 0,06061 0,11388 11003

2 1433840 1 167 7314 4.12036 0.05657 0.12757 11029

3 :1433840 1 167 7100 0,13188 0,05652 0,13978 10953

4 '1433840 1 167, 6608 0.14410 0,04870 0.15148 10457

5 1433840 1 167 6651 0.15985- 0.06186 0,17039 10828

6 1433840 1 167 6858 0.18219 0.04/43 ,0.1.9006 11575

1433840 6

Sacramento

1 5602670 1 ,138 6978 0:13261 .61964 0,34865 10879
2 5602670 1 138 7366 0.17799 .52169 0,37211 11,862

3 5602670 1 138 6517 0.32558 ,21334 0.41387 11274
4 5602670 1 138 6291 '0.41674 02582 0.427.79 11183
5 5602670 1 138 6080' 0.4371§ .00826,-'0.44082 11059
6 5602670 1 138 5204. 0,44850 .00568 0.45107 . 9666

5602670, 6

Norfolk
1

1 3333840 1 123' .11978 0.04301 0,17112 0.05189 13048
2 3333840 1 123, 11571 0.04362 0,19789 ' 0.05439 12742
3 ', 3333840 1 123 14189 0.05Q67 0,16775 0.06088 15835

z. 4 3333840 1 123 11699 0,04287 - 0,22054 0.05499 12983
5 3333840 1 121 11354 :A.04506 0,24352 0,06062 , 12/02
6 3333840 1' 123 11310 0.05126 0,27212 0.07043 12793

3333840 6 a

St. Paul ,

1 -14301500 1 7/ 7917 0.08311 .75107 0.33387 11909
2 4301500 1 i 77 8118 0.67550 . .73965 0.28998 11449
3 4301300 1 77 8434 0.14701 .41698 0.25215 11299
4 4301500 1 77 ` 5659 '0,26987 ,02783 0.27759 7846'

5 4301500 1 77 5551 0.27343, .03464 0.28325 7753
6 4301500, 1 .77 .5490 0,27674 .04015 0.28832 7724

4301500 -6
a

Winston - Salem /Forsythe
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4

School
District

Ymar Number

1 . 5315270
2 '5315270

3 ,5315270
4 #5315270
5 5315270
6' 5315270

.

Metro.

Stattis

1
1

1

1

1

1

%ISA

46
46
46
c46

46
46

Ne

Number
Whites

25
0(
5389
5571
5333
5224
5008
4834

'5315270 6

Corpus Christi

'1 2403870' 1 73 537F'
2 2403870 1 73 5134
3 '2403370 1' 73 4 493,0'

4 2403870 1 73- '3563

5 2403870 73 3319
6 2403870 1' 73 2765

2403870

Cary,

1 5603240 1 163 3755
2 5603240 163 3493
3 5603240 1 163 412.9
4 5603240 1 163- 3347
5 5603240 1 163 3379
6 5603240 1 163 2786

5603240 6

Richmond

1 4224750 1 165, 11942
2 4224750 1 165 11275
3 4724750 1 165 10524
4 4224750 1 165 .7500
5 4224750 1 165 9160
6 4224750 1 , 165 8634

4224750 6

Rochester

2403630 .1 68 7277
2 2403630 1 68 . 7677
3 2403630 ' ' '1 68 7660
4 2403630' . 1 68 8094
5 2403630 1 68 7690
6 '2403630.' 1 68' ,7609

2403630 6

Ft. Wayne

1 2508970 1 52 8608
2 2508970 1' 52 6421

.4 A 2508970 1 52 8449
4 '2508970 1 52 6677
5 2508970 1 52 7463
6 2506970 : 1 52 7362

2508970 , i 6

Des Moines

1 °*2334510 1 166 6366
2 2334510 ',17 t 166 10302
3 2334510 166 10436
4 2334510 1 166 10537
5 2334510- 1 166 103,56
6 2334510 1 - 166 10149

2334510 - . 6

Rockford

r

Prop. 'Number

S R
wb

Black Students
wb

ti

0.01307 0.70745 .04467 ,9671
0:01304 0.72026 .04661 . 9908'
0.01529 0.71396 .05345 .10085
0,01889 0:63986 .05244 10069'
J0.02581 '0.50447 .05209 , 10136
,0.02813 0.48954 .05510 10108

0.13575
"0.16773
,0.15330
0.17332
0.1028
0.18670

0.7,5886# 0.56293
0.67271 0.51253
Q.70579 0.52105
0.71899 0:61679
0.75799 -4.65402
0.73350-"19.70057

0.17791 .70387 ,

'0.19702 .69010 .
0.45676 26455
0.61026 .10283
0.62563 .08199
0.65266 .08830

6.16267 0.22564
0.19465 0.5155
0.21766 0.26214
0.26243 0.11120
0.21998 0.26770
0.23999 0.26732

0.06249
0.06462
0.07317

.0.11938
0.13081
0,14313

.35595

.35587

.36314
00212

.00563

.00640

0.06110 .05448
0.'05941 .07675
0.06352 .08547
0.06203' .08158
0.04964 .12001'
0.05172 .12286

0.05609
0.06477
0.09143
0.09002
0.097
.1

132

148

0.0694.7
0.10.704
0.'97302
0.'07913

7
0,01590

15:723#
13771
13657
12664
12709.
12527

.60081 9434'

.63576 '9664,

.62105 10991

.680214 10682

.6815117 10810
01587 9918

0.23616
0.26007
0.29499

0.30040
0.32755

16180
15884
15787
11366
14181
1.4117 f

0.09703, 6142
0.10032 . 8622

.0.11489 8730,
0.11964 9303

?0.13155 . 9061
0.14406 9059

0.0&462 9301
0.06435 9091
9.06949 :9153
0.06754 9402
0.05641 7 995

0.05896 7920

0.06028 8975",

0.07254 11167
0.09843 ' 11710'
0.097/6 11835
0.10792 11805
0.11610 11671

.11



.

4007 8 30 .

Jersey City

1002 430 6
Nontgomery ALA

-5346680

Valeta

1 1503060
2 1 5030 60
3 1 503'0 60
4 .1 5030 60

" 5 1503060
6 15030 60

1503060"
Colorado Springs

SChool
' District . MetrO. MIlmber ' r Prop.

Year Number , Status SMSA Whites
Swb

R
wb

Black-

1 1007830 1 90 5579 0.214 3965 0.300e4
2 4Q1Y18,30' 1 -' 90' 5185 0.23057 0.28005 0.32026

,

3 907830 1 90 . 4744 0.25163 0.29311 -0.35600
.,.

4 4007430 '; .1; 90 ..4720 0.26566 - 0.28809 0.37316
.

' 5 4007830 1 90 4201 0,27283 0.31123 0139612
6 4007830 1 90 -- 3689 0.26195 '0.34572 '0.42611

N

4

p

\
,

.

1 1402640 # 1
9

14211 0.00032 0.02739 0.00032
3 14026'40 1 " 9 15582 0,00091 '8.01461 0.00092'

4 . 1402640 1
,

9 t 15731 0.00147 -0.00000 0:00147

/

r
5 1402640 1 9 , ' 16318 0.00197 0,00156 0.00197
6 1402640 1 9 , 14088 0.00212 0.00001 0.00211

-,.

1402 640
Anaheim ..

..,* , 1-4 1 4345 90 1
-

178 4918 0.00842- .47191
2 1434590 ' . 1 178 : 5093 0.00774 .43632
3 1434590 1 178 522,2 0.00847 .45567
4 1434590 1 178 5777 0.01101 .36931
5 1434590 1 `'...4.178 5531 0.01121 :27387

v 6' 1434599 1 t. "178
.

5848 001118 .23737.

4.13"45901' 6
'.

(.

.. , .

. San Jose

.1 1002f30 / 1

2 1002430 1
3 -1 0024 30 1 1
4 1002430 1 1

5 - 1 0024 30, 1
6 1002430 1

6

6

1

.126 5071 0.04714 0.90224
126 5212 0.19282 0.77330
126 4778 0,26929 0.26060
126 4842 0.28096 0.30071
126 . 4831 0.29187 0.29305
126/ "4770 0.29825 0.28794

:01340
.01374
.01557
.01746
.01544
.01465

.48223

.45355

.36420

.40178
/41286
.41886

1 5346680 .1 57 3639 0.01875 0.28982. .02640
2 . 5 3466 80 1 ' 57 3827 0,02300 0.25222 43075
.3 53466 80 1 . 57 3879 . 0:02458 0,183.59 .03011
4 5 3466 80 1 - "" 57 3890 0,02829 0.06553 .03027
5 53466 80 1 57 , 4089 0.03358 - 0.00144 .03218
6 5346680 1. 57 4002 0.03592 -0.00608 .03002

1 42 5188 0.03667 0.10002
1 42 5564 ' 0.03765 0.12485
1 ,. 42 5932 0.04761 0.02891
1 . 42 6319 0.05287 0.01542
1 42, 6809 0.05870 0.00578
1 . 42 6819' 0.05816 0.00045

.,

133

.04075

.04302

.04903 .05370"

.05904

.05819

149

Number
Students

8975
8899
8910

' 9532
9121
8904

.

15430
17343
17661

. 18251
14681

el

6938.

7134
7323
8419

1-
", 8615

8462

9794
9538
7515
8094
8228
8220

7690"
7804
'8802
9415

10161
10925 .

f,

;

5816
629
6792
7225 '
784i

f


